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This thesis takes as its springboard the propoadeny Ritter & Wiltschko (2005) - that
the universal function of the syntactic node Isfto anchor the event to the utterance, or some
other relevant reference point, but that the cardéinfl may differ cross-linguistically. They
argue that while Infl in English is instantiated teynporal content related to the speech time (Infl
= Tense), Infl in Blackfoot is instantiated by cent relating to the speech-act-participants (Infl =
Person.)

The main claim made here is that the parameterggseapby Ritter & Wiltschko shows
further consequences which emerge in how phenoeth@ syntax-semantics interface manifest.
| address two interface phenomena - the first carscgub-event structure, the second how
syntactic anchoring is associated with assertibmisith and existence. First, | argue that that jus
as events (the predicated event and speech-evenglated to each other via temporal notions in
English, but via notions of (speech-act)participaimcBlackfoot,sub-eventsire likewise related
to each other via temporal notions (inner aspettity/dynamicity) in English, but via notions of
participancy (sentience/animacy) in Blackfoot. S&td propose that anchoring entities (events
and individuals) via Person differs substantiatyni anchoring entities via Tense in that while
Tense is an objective category, Person is inhgrenthjective. | argue that evidence for this
difference presents in the sphere of truth- andtertial-assertions. By adopting the ideas
proposed here, several exceptional propertiesatkBbot can be viewed as person-driven
parallels of familiar, temporally-driven phenomdr@am languages like English, as opposed to
cross-linguistic oddities.



GUIDE TO M ORPHEME BREAKDOWN AND GLOSSES

Number marking

PL
S

Person Marking

plural
singular (or singular left unglossed as default)

inanimate (animate left unglossed as default)

third persomproximate

third persowbviative

first person

second person

local person fior 2')

inclusive first person plural, unspecifiedgmar (syncretic)

Verbal Mode/Mood Markers

NEG
Y/N

(0N
SUBJ
IMP

Preverbs

IMPF

FUT

N.ST

n.fact

ints

INCH

rel

means, source
gen

Verb Stem
vai

Vii

vii

vta

vrt

ben
acc
refl
recip
caus

bism

negation
YES/NO interrogative

conjunctive mode markers
subjunctive mode markers
imperative mode markers

imperfective (cf. Frantz’s ‘durative’) af

future

new state (cf. Frantz’s ‘perfective’)

non-factive

intensifier (very, really)

inchoative

relative rootthenorthere has discourse-subordinating meaning)
means/manner/source/path/instrdimiest morpheme

genuine; real

akaa)

verb animate(agent) intransitive
verb inanimate (agent) intransitive
verb transitive inanimate(theme)
verb transitive animate(theme)
verb root

benefactive final
accompaniment final
reflexive final
reciprocal final
causative final

be in specified manner



Theme Markers
INV inverse theme
DIR direct theme

(Note that | often gloss the direct and inversertég more informatively as: X>Y, where X=agent and
Y=theme, and X and Y are numbers that indicated?ersg. 1>2 indicates a first person acting on a
second person, 3>loc indicates a third persom@cin either first or second person.)

Verbal Complex Enclitics

DTP Distinct Third Person pronoun
nonaff non-affirmative ending
NOM nominalizer

Nominal Stems

DEM demonstrative
PRO pronoun
poss possessive form

Nominal Affixes

invis invisible

non.partic non-particular (non-referential, no fi@mndistinction)
uns unspecified possessor

Other

CONN connectiva- (phonological epenthesis)
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0.0INTRODUCTION

This thesis is an investigation into further consatges for the proposal made by Ritter &
Wiltschko (2005) — the Parametric Infl SubstantiatHypothesis. The heart of Ritter &Wiltschko’s
proposal is that while the core function of Infuisiversal - to anchor the event being spoken atmout
the speech event — the manner in which Infl is wsultmted may differ cross-linguistically. They eff
three different ways in which Infl may be instatgh— the predicated event may either be anchored t

the speech event either

) temporally (via the speech event time),
i) spatially (via the speech event location), or

i) personally (via the speech-event participants).

They suggest that where English Infl is instantlade Tense, anchoring events to utterances terhporal
Upriver Halkomelem Infl and Blackfoot Infl is ingtBated instead as Location and Person respectively
Thus where English temporally anchors the everadserting that the time of the predicated event
coincides with the time of the speech event (presarse), or by asserting that the predicated event
does not coincide with the speech event (past feHsdkomelem spatially anchors the event by
asserting that the location of the predicated eweinicides (or doesn’t coincide) with the locatain

the speech event. Blackfoot participant-anchoriingy propose, asserts that the participants of the
predicated event coincide (or don’t coincide) wviltk participants of the speech event (i.e., thalsre

and hearer.)

Ritter & Wiltschko mainly focus on the syntactiensequences for their proposal. The main
proposal of this thesis is that their proposal alsows consequences which emerge in the
manifestation of phenomena aligned along the sys¢ésmantics interface. There are two main aspects
of the syntax-semantics interface that | addreskigthesis. The first phenomenon | address is the
mapping of semantic roles to syntactic argumeritse-area of study commonly referred to as event
structure. Viewing Ritter & Wiltschko’s proposal as argument that events (i.e., the predicatedteven
and the speech event) are related to each otheotaity in English, but via participants in Blackip
| argue that sub-events in English and Blackfodiave the same way. That is, sub-events are related
to each other temporally in English, but via thb-swent participants in Blackfoot. The second

interface issue | address is the relationship betvibe syntactic node Tense, and existential event
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2
closure (cf. Higginbotham 1985, 2000.) | argue #rathoring entities via the category Person (which
is inherently subjective) differs significantly froanchoring entities via the category Tense (wksch
ostensibly objective). | further propose that tieas of this difference manifest in the behaviotir

existential assertions and assertions of truth.

0.1 A Guide to the Chapters

In Chapter One | provide a brief outline of thergraatical aspects of Blackfoot, drawing

attention to aspects that are relevant for foll@ndgnscussion.

In Chapter Two | outline the theoretical basisrfor study; providing a summary of Ritter &

Wiltschko's proposal and arguments for the lackfiéctional Tense in Blackfoot.

In Chapter Three | introduce the first half of nrpposal. The relevant interface area that this
chapter deals with is the relationship betweenastid arguments and semantic roles — more
specifically, how semantic roles are mapped ontdastic arguments. This area of interest is often
referred to as event structure, due to the fadteheh role is often associated with a specificednt
within the main, predicated event. The main idetaf@uh in this chapter is that just as the pretdida
event is related to the speech event via notiomeodon/Participancy in Blackfoot, as opposed to
temporal notions as in English, | suggest thatedmnts within the predicated event are also related
each other via notions of Person/Participancy excBloot, as opposed to via temporal notions (inner
aspect) as in English. | argue that by taking shiggestion to heart, several morphosyntactic
phenomena of Blackfoot can receive a principledantas person-driven parallels of more familiar
temporally-driven phenomena from English. | contémat this is preferable to analyzing these

phenomena as unique language(or language famiggHgpphenomena.

In Chapter Four | introduce the second half of ngppsal, which relies on the intuition that
existential event closure is related to the symtdanction of Tense — i.e., that of anchoring gvent
temporally. More specifically, | suggest that byloring the event temporally, and asserting that an

event is located at a certain point in time, ors® ifacto asserts that the event exists in thewedd. |



3
then suggest that because anchoring via Persohésently subjectivle as opposed to anchoring via
Tense which is ostensibly objective, existentiamwclosure in Blackfoot should behave differeimly
Blackfoot from English. Because Ritter & Wiltsch{@0D05) propose that their anchoring proposal
holds for individual entities as well as event eas, | first look at a domain where existential
assertions are easier to gauge — the nominal doraigue Blackfoot’s nominal domain shows
evidence that the existence of individuals areasserted in the same manner that they are in Bnglis

drawing on evidence from negative polarity items.

In Chapter Five | return to the original issue lgiouforth in chapter four, and look at
consequences for existential event closure in ldnesal domain. Here | suggest that the relevant
semantic property to investigate are categoricdhtassertions — more specifically, | suggest that
asserting the existence of an event in the redldwsrequivalent to asserting the truth of the d¢\gen
corresponding proposition. With this equivalencenind, | argue that while unmarked propositions in

English are categorical truth-assertions, thisistne case in Blackfoot.

| address unresolved issues and conclude in Ch8pter

0.2 A note to the Reader

As forewarning to the reader, this thesis doesatteimpt to provide a clearly-defined and detailed
system in which to analyze the addressed integfae@aomena. The contribution this thesis offers is
rather a broad conceptual mind-map, or outline,nmhasa a possible guide for further, more detailed
inquiries at Blackfoot’s syntax-semantics interfadeich further research is required in order to
determine whether a clearly-defined and detailestiesy can be satisfactorily built based on the
conceptual framework proposed in this work. Witis taveat in mind, | move onto Chapter One, a

brief outline of the relevant aspects of Blackfsajrammar.

Yin that it is inherently associated with a persivec or viewpoint, i.e., that of a speech-act jgggant. This is in contrast to
Tense and Location, anchoring methods which neeébteassociated with a particular perspective ewpbint, making
these categories ostensibly objective.

3



1.0CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION TO BLACKFOOT

This thesis focuses mainly on Blackfoot, and hbeontrasts with English. Because Blackfoot
is a relatively understudied language, and becBlazkfoot (at least on the surface) functions quite
differently from more commonly studied languagesthiis chapter | provide a brief introduction te th

language, highlighting some aspects of the gramhadrare relevant to later discussion.

Blackfoot is an Plains Algonquian language spokewestern Canada and parts of Montana.
The Northern Blackfoot, or Blackfoot propegiksika)Reserve is east of Calgary, the Blo&aihaa)
Reserve is between Cardston and Lethbridge, andidgan (Apéatohsipipiikani Reserve is west of
Fort Mcleod. The reservation in North-West Monté&ealled the Blackfee®damskaapipiikani
Reservation. Ethnologue estimates 5000 speakd&mokfoot, with possible monolinguals. Blackfoot
is thus relatively healthy compared to the majooityanguages originating in western Canada — there
are even reports of children learning the langubgesever the fluency rate of young children is guit
low (Russell & Genee 2006.) Its speaker numbers$eaver, however, in comparison to those of the

related Algonquian languages further east suchras &d Ojibwe.

There are three major sources of documentatiorerlidck’s 193& Concise Grammar
Taylor's 1969 Ph.D. dissertation and Frantz’'s 1B®ckfoot Grammacas well as related dictionaries).
Uhlenbeck and Taylor focus on the Southern Piegaedat of the language; Frantz generalizes over
the four dialects, providing notes where dialedifierences may occur. Unless otherwise cited, the
data for this study comes from the author’s fiedles. The consulted speaker is from the Blood
(Kainaa) Reserve.

Some basic aspects of Blackfoot, in order to preadramework for the following discussion,
will be helpful. First, Blackfoot is primarily a hd-marking language; the number and person of the
relevant arguments are indicated via morphologthernverbal complex. Overt nominals are thus
largely optional, and free with respect to whetthery precede or follow the verbal complex. Second,
other parts of speech familiar from Indo-Europesmrgliages, are also usually verbal in nature. For
example, what in English might be a predicativesetilye is usually an intransitive verb in Blackfoot
Auxiliary verbs are realized morphologically aséperbs” which are part of the verbal complex. The
same is true of adverbs of manner, degree andtagmhmosition-like elements are likewise realized a

morphemes that form part of the verbal complex hwhis basic sketch out of the way, | now move
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towards a more detailed look at relevant morph@stitt properties of Blackfoot. The discussion
below is based on Frantz’'s 19Blackfoot GrammarGeneralizations for the most part reflect the
speech patterns of my language consultant, howerdrcate any incongruities if they are relevamt t
further discussion. First | outline aspects reléfanthe nominal domain, and then | turn to the
verbal/clausal domain. Along the way | will dravtesition to the aspects of Blackfoot’s grammar that

are particularly relevant for the proposals of thissis.

1.1 The Nominal complex (The Nominal Domain)

Within its nominal domain, Blackfoot distinguish@g grammatical genderanimate and
inanimate. While the (in)animacy of the nominal generallyresponds to a real-life (in)animacy
((non-)sentience, borrowing a term from Bliss 20@0¢re do exist nouns that are grammatically

animate yet non-sentiént

(1)

Animate nouns (sentient)) Animate nouns (non-setjtieninanimate nouns
ponoka  “elk” moapssp “eye” niip “leaf”
natayo “lynx” pok n “ball” mo’tokaan  “head”
ninaa “man” isttodn “knife” aohkii “water”

(Data from Frantz 1991:8)

As a note, the majority of researchers parallekbthienate/inanimate distinction as a gender digonct
similar to the masculine/feminine gender distinetio French, for example. | therefore present the
distinction here as one of gender, however whiletging the ideas in this thesis, | eventually
suggest that the animate/inanimate distinctionlatE&oot should actually be viewed as
morphosyntactically parallel to the mass/countinicsion (see chapter three.)

Blackfoot also distinguishesngular from plural, where all nouns can take plural marking.
Plural marking co-varies with the grammatical gerafehe nouns, as shown below in tat2g{
animate nouns take the plural markéssi, whereas inanimate nouns take the plural maristsi.

2 As a glossing note, | gloss inanimates as 0, andod specify gender for animates.

5



(2)

Animate nouns Inanimate nouns

singular plural singular plural
ponoka-wa ponoka-iksi niip-yi niip-istsi
natayo-wa natdyo-iks mo’tokaan-yi mo’tokaan-istsi
ninaa-wa ninaa-iksi aohkii-yi Aohkii-istsi

(Data from Frantz 1991:8-9)

Within animate gender nouns, Blackfoot makes ardison betweerproximate andobviative.
Proximacy refers to a property of discourse-sabkahat the literature refers to inconsistently itsee
topicality, focus of interest, or prominence (AisskE997:706). Third person animate entities may thus
be either proximate, which indicates a discourdiersiathird person, or they maybe obviative, which
indicates a less salient third person. Singulaxiprate nouns are morphologically marked with a
suffix -wa, as in the table above. Singular obviative nouaswearked with ¥, like inanimate nouns.
Blackfoot does not make this distinction morphotadliy when it comes to plural nouns; both

proximate and obviative plural nouns take the gufiksi.

(3)

Animate nouns - Proximate Animate nouns - Obvativ
singular plural plural plural
ponoka-wa ponoka-iksi ponoka-yi ponoka-iksi
natayo-wa natayo-iksi natayo-yi natayo-iks
ninaa-wa ninaa-iksi ninaa-yi ninaa-iksi

(Data from Frantz 1991:8-13)

Blackfoot nouns used as arguments are generalbegesl by demonstratives; these demonstratives

inflect for number, gender and proximéacy

® When considering the data that will follow in ttest of this study, the reader may want to noteithalicitation contexts,
my language consultant often does not mark proxafolviative on nouns. This is reflected in the datd glossing. The
proximate/obviative distinction is upheld withinrdenstratives, however.

6



(4)

Animate nouns - Proximate

Animate nouns - Obviative

singular

plural

plural

plural

om-wa ponoka-wa
DEM-3 elk-3
“that/the elk (prox)”

om-iksi ponoka-iks
DEM-PL elk-PL

“those elk(pl, prox){

om-yi ponoka-yi
DEM-3’ elk-3’
“thatie elk (obv)”

ome-iksi ponoka-iksi
DEM-PL elk-PL

“those elk(pl, obv)”

(5)

Inanimate nouns

singular plural

om-yi niip-yi ome-istsi niip-istsi
DEM-0 leaf-0 DEM-OpL leaf-QPL

“that/the leaf”

“those/the leaves”

The Blackfoot demonstrative stems indicate whetingrot the noun in question is closer to the speake
(amo), close to the addressemfio-)or distant from both speech act participaota{. Other
information about the deictic sphere may also lmded as suffixes, such as whether or not the noun

in question is visible to the speaker.

(6)
anna annhka kinnéhka?
ann-wa ann-wdka k-inn-wahka
WHERE-3S that-3-invis 2-father-3-invs

"Where is your father?" (Frantz 1991.66)

Nominals that do not require demonstratives, yet fuaction as arguments are possessive phrases.

Note, however, that possessive phrases can alsa&konstratives.



(7) Bare possessive phrase

naaahsiksi aisukowomayaa maakitapotsaa katsrsisin
n-aaahs-iksi a-isookowom-a-yaa om-aak-itap-00-hs-yaa ohkarsnthsiN
1-Elder-pL  IMPF-?invite?bIR-3PL 3-FUT-towards-go.vac+3prL hold.mp.dance.vaiom

“My grandparents would get invited to attend a mgd pipe dance.”

(8) Possessive phrase with demonstrative

kitAdkohtsstsipssatuh ana Kisis
kit-aak-oht-tssitsipssat-o an-wa k-isis
2-FuT-source-talk.vta-1>2 DEM-3_ 2-younger.brother

"I'm gonna tell you something about your brother."

The other form of nominal that does not requiremdnstrative in order to be grammatical fall into a

category that Frantz terms “non-particular.” Fractiaracterizes these nouns as being non-partioular

unspecified with respect to their reference, whireans that this form of a noun is used when a

speaker does not have a particular, or actualyantinind. Non-particular nouns are indicated vath

suffix —i, and they are not specified as either singulaaal’. Examples are as g,
(9) Non-particular nouns
a) nitohpommaa naapiovyii

nit-ohpommaa Naapioyi-i

1-buy.vai house-non.partic

"I made a house-purchase."

b) a oyiyaawa owai
a-ooyi-yaawa owa-i
IMPF-eat.vai-®L egg-non.partic
"They are eating egg(s)." (Frantz 1991:41)

*| gloss plurals as PL, and do not specify whessgs are singular. Unspecified/non-particularassgd as non.partic.
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This aspect of Blackfoot’s nominal domain is alstevant for later discussion. In particular, in otea
three | argue that the fact that only non-partical@uns can be the objects of “pseudointransitive”
verbs in Blackfoot (verbs that inflect morpholaglyg as if intransitive, yet appear with an overt
nominal object) indicates that the object of Blaxkfs pseudointransitives have a different semantic

(and correlatingly, a different syntactic) statiiart the object of true Blackfoot transitives.

Having briefly outlined the major morphosyntactiojperties of the nominal domain, | now

move onto the clausal domain.

1.2 The Verbal complex (The Clausal Domain)

The verbal domain is the area of most complexitlackfoot grammar. The verb stem
contains information regarding the lexical mearohthe predicate, its transitivity, and the animaty
the arguments involved. Information regarding teespn, number, and proximaayf the verb’s
arguments is also encoded by morphemes precedihfpbowing the verb stem. Finally, information
regarding the veridicality of the proposition, aspectuality, manner, and degree associated véth th
predicate is also encoded by morphemes that prebedesrb stem. The three zones of the verbal
complex mentioned — the verb stem, before the stim, and following the verb stem, break down
further into smaller zones. The most complex vedoahplex — that associated with transitive veriss -

diagrammed below inlQ):

(10) Transitive Verb Template:

PERSON- (NEG, Y/N) —(PREVERBS —[vers sTEMINITIAL -(MEDIAL )-FINAL] — DIR/INV — PERSOM# —3#/GEN

The organization of this section is based D) (- | address each morpheme slot in the vedraptate,

moving from left to right.

® with respect to the proximate/obviative distinatioot a distal/proximate distinction.

9
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1.2.1 The Person Prefixes
(NEG, Y/N) — (PREVERBS — [vers sTemINITIAL -(MEDIAL )-FINAL] — DIR/INV — PERSOM# — 3#/GEN

The first slot in the Blackfoot verbal complex islat for what are commonly termed “person
prefixes.” The person prefixes an-, which indicates a first person, akitt which indicates a second
person, and the lack of a person prefix (or a petsonal prefix) by default indicates a third pef's
Each of these compete with each other for the sislgl - thus there is only ever one person piadix
verbal complex. If both first and second persoruargnts are involved in the proposition, then second

person takes priority arldt- will appear in this slot.
(11) Blackfoot Person Prefixes

1% person  ffit-)
2"%person  Kit-)
3rd person (-, ot)

One important thing to note is that while thesesperprefixes are dedicated to indicating whether
an argument is®} 2" or 3¢ person, these prefixes are not dedicated to afpgmtactic argument —
i.e, these are not subject agreement markers,jectadigreement markers. The first person prefix
markernit- may indicate either a&“person subject/agent, or & fderson object/agent. The second

person prefix markekit- may indicate either &2person subject/agent, or ¥ person object/patient.

These person prefixes are highly relevant for tmpases of this thesis as Ritter & Wiltschko
(2005) propose these person prefixes to be thehmotogical instantiations of Blackfoot's Infl node —
i.e., the morphological instantiation of persontaring. This is important for the proposal in cleapt
five, where | suggest that Ritter & Wiltschko’s Baretric Infl Substantiation Hypothesis is better

recast in terms of a markedness distinction, assgupto a discrete distinction.

® This is true of the indicative mode. In the comjtive mode, third person is indicated by a prefix

10
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1.2.2 Negation and the Interrogative
PERSON-|(NEG, Y/N) — (PREVERBS — [vers sTEMINITIAL -(MEDIAL )-FINAL] — DIR/INV — PERSOMY — 3#/GEN

Negation (naat), if present, follows the personal prefixes anglgedes any other morphemes.
The interrogative morphemékéta’-), likewise, is found directly after the personegfixes in the
verbal complex, and precedes any other morphenteseltwo morphemes also appear to compete for

this slot in the verbal complex as the two areamplementary distribution.

One aspect of this verbal template position is edg®vant for later purposes. The thing to note
is that the description of negation above is sifrgali While negation in the form ohaat-can only
ever appear after the personal prefixes, and nugsirdefore any other morphemes, there are also
other negative morphemes. For example, there egative morphemsa-, which in the indicative
mode usually follows other morphemes that interdezteveen it and the personal prefixes. | later use
this as evidence in chapter four thaat-andsa- have different structural positions, which is velet
to my argument that certain clitic-like element8iackfoot are negative polarity items, despite the
fact that they lack the characteristic semantipprty associated with NPIs — i.e., existential osrr

scope.
1.2.3 Preverbs

PERSON-(NEG, Y/N) —((PREVERBS)|— [vers sTEMINITIAL -(MEDIAL )-FINAL] — DIR/INV — PERSOM# —3#/GEN

Following the personal prefixes and negation/imgation (if present), is the domain of
preverbs. Preverbs are optional, modificationaineliets — this includes adverbs of tense, aspect,
manner, degree, as well as “linker” morphemes, Wwhiaction like adpositions in that they link a ron
argument nominal to the predicate. Unlike the presitwo morpheme slots, preverbs do not appear to
be in competition with each other. Several can app&thin a single verbal complex, with varying

degrees of flexibility with respect to linear order

11
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1.2.4 The Verb Stem

PERSON- (NEG, Y/N) — (PREVERBS —[vers stem INITIAL -(MEDIAL )-FINAL ] DIR/INV — PERSOM# — 3#/GEN

Traditional Algonquianist literature (cf. BloomfaL946) holds that the Algonquian verb stem
can be divided into three parts — initials, medéaadid finals. Initials contain the main meaningledf t
predicate (eg. RUN, DANCE, LAUGH, etc). Medials am@minal/classificatory elements. Finals,
which come in two kinds, indicate the valence @ phnedicate, as well as the animacy of the argusnent
involved. The valence and animacy of the argumientsved underlie Bloomfield’s well-known 4-
way verb stem classification system for Algonquiaverb stems can be either Inanimate Intransitive
(1N, Animate Intransitive (Al), Transitive Inaninte (TI) or Transitive Animate (TA). The valence and
animacy of the arguments involved in each of tHeaetypes of verb stems are summarized below in
(12):

(12) Bloomfield’s 4-Way Verb Stem Classificatiorr fdlgonquian

II (Inanimate Intransitive) | Al (Animate Intransitive) TI (Transitive Inanimate) TA (Transitive Animate)
arg*ment verb argument verb agent verb  patient agent verb pati&nt
inar&mate anirrilte animate animate aniinate

Intransitive verbs (lI, glossed vii) have a singlanimate argument. An example of some Il verbs
follow in (13).

(13)Examples of Inanimate Intransitive Verbs

a) aanistsinaattsvii; appear as
eg.adakanistsinaatsiva

“it will appear as (such)”

b) ikahkapi’kaavii; break (said of a rope/string-like object)
eg.aakskahkapi’kaawa
“Iit (your shoelace) will break.”

12



C) akdkkoma'’piivii; be difficult and important

eg aalkakakkoma'piiwa
“it will be difficult and important.”

d) ihkitsi vii; dry
eg.aakihkitsiwa

“it will dry.”

e) mat nnivii; be yesterday
eg.mat nniwa

“it was yesterday.”

13

(Frantz & Russell 1989)

Animate Intransitive verbs (Al, glossed vai) havaregle animate argument. Examples are a$4i (

(14) Examples of Animate Intransitive Verbs

a) maohksinaém) vai; be red
eg.dakomaohksinaanma

“He will be red.”

b) niisitoyi(m) vai; be five

eg.niisit_yimmiaawa
“There are five of them.”

C) ohkaanistapikivai; benefit
eg.nimaabhkaéanistapikihpawa
“I did not benefit.”

d) saipokomsstsimaeai; blow out a puff of smoke

eg.isaipokomsstsimaaa

“She blew out a puff of smoke.”

13
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Transitive Inanimate verbs (TI, glossed vti) hameaaimate agent and an inanimate patient.
(15) Examples of Transitive Inanimate Verbs
a) saipohtoovti; take out (from somewhere)
eg.ot kssini iis&ipohtoonayi
“He took his bed out(side).”
b) waamatoovti; smell
eg.nitddmatodpi kitsoy ’ssiistsi
“I smelled your cooking.”
C) yaamsstsinmnvti; braid
eg.nitadmsstsiniipa no’tokaani
“I braided my hair.”
d) ihtsiiyi'tsi vti; admire, like; (eg. the chair)
eg.iihtsiiyi'tsima
“He liked it (eg. the name he was given).”
(Frantz & Russell 1989)
Transitive Animate verbs (TA, glossed vta) havaaimate agent and an animate patient.

(16) Examples of Transitive AnimateVerbs

a) yaamsstookio'torta; twist the ear of

eg.iyaamsstookio'tgiiwa

“He twisted her ear.”

b) ihtsiipivta; bring to town
eg.nitsstsiipooka
“She brought me to town.”

14
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C) I'simm vta; distrust, fear
eg.nitsi’'simmoka

“She distrusted me

d) ohkoyimmvta; adopt as son

eg.aakohkoyimmiwa
“She will adopt him as her son.”

(Frantz & Russell 1989)

Note that only sentient entities (real-life animatgities, a subset of grammatically animate eg)ti

can be the agents of transitive clauses. Furthermumispecified/non-particular nouns cannot act as
arguments at all. What we would expect to be ssttiae verb, when the patient is an unspecifiedmou
acts grammatically like an intransitive, taking/dnsten”. Such constructions are variously termed
“paratransitive” or “pseudointransitive” (cf. Frant991.) This becomes relevant for some of the
discussion in chapter three, where | argue thatgheatransitive” or “pseudointransitive” predicate

are not only morphologically intransitive, but alsmtactically intransitive.

A finishing note about finals, is, as mentionedvarasly, that finals come in two kinds. There are
abstract finals and concrete finals. Abstract 8ratk lexical meaning and just indicate the vadeaicd

animacy of the arguments involved. These finalshategroductive.

"It should be noted that the speaker consultethferstudy often treats bare plurals like unspedifion-particular nouns,
if they are interpreted within the scope of negatidinother speaker of the same dialect does nobaiseplurals in this
manner, using only unspecified nouns within thepscof negation (Lena Russell pc.)

15



(17) Examples of Abstract Finals

16
(Data takemnfierantz & Russell 1989)

Trans Il Al Tl TA
be/find iiyiko ilyikoosi iiyiki'tsi ilyikimm
difficult

catch w/ hands ikanotaki ikanotsi ikanoto
win/be ikiiki ikilkatoo ikiikat
rewarded

pack a horse

iki'tayissksmma | iki'tayissksmatoo iki'tayissksmmat

laugh (at) ikkahsitaki ikkahsitsi ikkahsmm
bite off of ika'kgaki ika'kdsi ika'kspi
doto ikiihtsi ikiihto

Concrete finals, on the other hand, while alsodating the valence of the predicate, and the anymac

of the arguments, are associated with a specKicdésemantic meaning. Thus concrete finals are

associated with meanings likausativebenefactivereflexive reciprocal etc. Unlike abstract finals,

the concrete finals are productive — they attacnypstem that fits their selectional requirements.

(18) Examples of Concrete Finals

causative
benefactive
reflexive

reciprocal

denominal

—attsi -(i)pi
-0, -(0)mo
—0:hsi

—(0:)tsiiyi

—wa'si, -hkaa, -hko, -yi

creates TA verbs from morphologically intranstiverbs
creates TA verb from (mostly) other TA verbs
creates Al verbs from TA verbs

creates Al verbs fro TA verbs

create verbs from noun stems

(From Frantz 1991:102-109)

16
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1.2.5 The Direct/Inverse Morphemes
PERSON- (NEG, Y/N) — (PREVERBS — [vers sTEMINITIAL -(MEDIAL )-FINAL] — DIR/INV] — PERSOM# — 3#/GEN

Up until this point, the properties of the verkahplate discussed hold for both transitive and
intransitive verbs. The difference in the verbahpdate between transitive and intransitive verlihas
transitive verbs have a slot dedicated to whatraditionally termed “theme markers” in
Algonquianist literature — what | have labeled hasehe direct/inverse morpheme slot. Recall that t
person prefixes, while dedicated to indicatingplkeson of an argument, are not dedicated to afgpeci
syntactic argument. That is whité- always indicates a second person argument, itrefay to either
a second person subject, or a second person odpectikewise, whilait- always indicates a first
person argument, it may refer to either a firssparsubject, or a first person object. With monentl
verbs, this is not an issue — the person prefikindicate the person of the single argument. With
bivalent verbs, however, the question arises &®tothe speaker indicates which argument acts@n th
other. This is where the direct/inverse morphenoesecinto play — like other Algonquian languages,
Blackfoot does not rely on either word order omaezsystem to indicate grammatical relations.dsus
the direct/inverse system, which relies on a peestmacy hierarchy (shown below) and the
theme(direct/inverse) markers in conjunction with person prefixes.

(19)
Local (1st, 2nd person)>>3rd Person (Proximate)>>8r Person (Obviative)>>Inanimate

(Goddard and Bragdon 1988, Cited in Bruening 2005)

If the agent is higher on the person-animacy hiénathan the patient, the verb will be marked vaith

direct marker.

(20)
nitsinowa oma ninaa 1° person >> " person(prox)
nit-ino-a om-wa ninaa ¢ ¢

1-see.vtaBIR DEM-3 man
“l saw the man” AGENT >> PATIENT

17
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If the patient is higher on the person-animacydrigry than the agent, then the verb will be marked

with aninverse marker.

(21)

nitsinok oma ninaa 1% person >> " person(prox)

nit-ino-ok  om-wa ninaa :><:

1-see.vtaNVv. DEM-3 man
“The man saw me” AGENT >> PATIENT

The direct/inverse markers, besides encoding whétleepatient is higher than the agent on the perso
animacy hierarcy, also encode partial informatibad the person of the arguments involved. By also
taking into account the person of the argumenteueid by the person prefixes, the particulars of
which argument acts on which argument can be datednThe following is a table for the

direct/inverse markers in Blackfoot, and the pamitormation they encode.

(22) Blackfoot direct/inverse morphenfies

Actor® |1 2 3 3
~ Patient

1 n/fa | -oki |-ok | -ok
2 -0 nfa |-ok |-ok
3 -a -a nfa | -ok
3 -a -a -yii | nla
0 -'p -'p -m

1.2.6 Post-verbal Person/Number/Gender Suffixes

PERSON- (NEG, Y/N) — (PREVERBS — [vers sTemINITIAL -(MEDIAL )-FINAL] — DIR/INV —PERSON# — 3#/GEN|

8 Recall that Blackfoot reflexive constructions &semed by a concrete final which detransitivizes piiedicate, accounting
for why there are no 1>1, 2>2, 3>3 direct/inversahkars.

18
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The verbal complex has more than one positionrfdicating person. Besides the person
prefixes (see section 1.2.1) and the direct/inveragkers, the number suffixes also encode person
along with plural number. These plural number seffionly indicate number with respect to first and
second person. The first person plural exclusivedsgated by the morphemépinnaanathe second
person plural morpheme isipoaawaand the first person plural inclusive is indicateith the
morphemea@’pa. Like the person prefixes, these plural numberphemes are in complementary
distribution; in the case that both a second pepdoral entity and a first person plural entity are
arguments of the predicate, the first person plexalusive morphemehpinnaanaakes precedence

and occupies this morpheme slot.

In addition to these number suffixes, Blackfoobdtas pronominal elements that attach to the
very end of the verbal complex. If present, thdements indicate the number, proximacy and animacy
of a third-person argument. Because these arestestant to topics at hand, |1 do not go into further

details.
1.3 Summary of Chapter One
In this chapter | provided a sketch of Blackfoatgmar. In the next chapter | move onto the

theoretical framework for this thesis, outlining tRitter & Wiltschko’s Parametric Infl Substantaati

Hypothesis.

19
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2.0CHAPTER TWO: THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

This thesis takes as its starting point the projgagigen in Ritter & Wiltschko 2004 and 2005.
Their proposals are as follows:

i) Blackfoot lacks the inflectional category TP, and

i) Blackfoot instead relies on a parallel functionlatgse P (Discourse Phrase), to carry
out the anchoring function that TP performs inreglaage like English.

In this chapter | outline the particulars of Rit&ekViltschko's proposals, and present some of

their arguments.

2.0 Terminology: What is an Inflectional Category?

Before expounding the specifics of Ritter & Wiltkoh2004, | introduce a basic assumption
that underlies their proposal. This is the disimrtbetween the parts of language which instantiate
inflectional categoriesand the parts of language which do not. ThueR&tWiltschko 2004 argue
that Blackfoot lacks the inflectional category tehdut what exactly do they mean by the "inflectiona
category tense"? The relevant distinction betwesftettional" categories and those that are nothmn
defined as follows: A category is inflectionaltifi$ obligatory - it must be expressed in orderdor
utterance to be grammatical (Ritter & Wiltschko 200 cf. Mithun 1999:152). Otherwise the category
has adjunct/modifier status. Note that this dabnitdoes not entail that a possible lack of
morphological marking entails non-inflectional st inflectional categories can often be instaatia
with zero-morphemes. The way to distinguish betwaaionality, and inflectional zero-marking then,
is to determine whether or not the lack of overtphological marking is associated with a specific
meaning. If the lack of morphological marking isesated with a specific meaning, the category is
inflectional. If the lack of morphological marking not associated with a specific meaning, then the

category is of modifier status.

° They also use the terms "grammatical/grammatitimeuse, and "syntactic” tense. | take these tivdsdy
interchangeable with, "inflectional" tense. Forsmas of consistency, | will attempt to always useterm "inflectional
tense."

20



21

An example of an inflectional category in Englishudd be number — in English, nouns must
be marked for number. Thus the plural is overlykadrwith the plural morphemes,while the

singular is marked with a zero-morpheme - Thus in 3)a) below, although though number does

not appear to be morphologically marked like inig23)b), the morphologically unmarked foapple
in (23)a) is necessarily interpreted as being nonaplor singular, as opposed to being interpreted as
unspecified or unmarked for number. It is impossiol interpretpplein (23)a) as referring to a plural

amount of apples.

(23)
a) | ate the apple.
b) | ate the appke

This contrasts with modifiers, which are not insi@ions of inflectional categories. Because meugfi

need not be overtly expressed, unmarked formsarassociated with a specific meaning.

(24)
a) | ate the apple.
b) | ate thaed apple.

Thus in @4)a) above, while the colour of the naapleis not overtly marked as it is i24)b), the
lack of colour marking need not be associated wisipecific meaning, like non-redness, for example.
It is merely the case that the naaplein (24)a) is not specified or unmarked for colour.His tcase,

it is perfectly possible to imagine that the apeterred to in24)a) is red.

Tense in English patterns like number marking at thmust be overtly expressed in order for

an utterance to be grammatical. The past tenseei$lyp marked with the past tense morpherad —

while present tense is marked with a zero-morphemeThe lack of overt past tense marking is

obligatorily interpreted with a specific meaningnapast. Thus the unmarked form #bja) cannot be

interpreted as past

10 Abstracting away from irregular forms.
M Abstracting away from the use of present-tensgtany-telling or narrative contexts.
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(25)
a) | walk to the store.

b) | walked to the store.

As it is, not all languages display the same tenaeking properties as English. Ritter &
Wiltschko show, in particular that tense-markindgiackfoot and Upriver Halkomelem patterns as if it
were not an inflectional category. Unlike Englistierances unmarked for tense are not interpreted
with a specific meaning; they can be interpreteditger past or present. This is illustrated bellow
(26) for Blackfoot (Bf), and ind7) for Upriver Halkomelem (HK).

(26)
a) kit-ana aasai'ni-wa
2-daughter  cry.vaiss
i) "Your daughter cried’ (cf. Frantz 1991:\3%(

i) "Your daughter is crying.’'

b) nit-sspiy-ihpinnaan
1-dance.vai-8aL
i) '‘We danced' (cf. Frantz 1991: 36(x))
i) 'We are going to dance."’
(Bf; Ritter & Wiltschko 2004:3)
(27)
a) Y éthe-st-éxw-chexw
tell-cause-30-2G.s
i) "You told him.'
i) You tell him.'

b) é-sth-alem
good-caus-pass
)] 'l was liked.'
i) 'l am liked.'
(Hk; Galloway 1993:317, cited in Ritter & WiltschiR004:2)
22
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Observations like these form the root of the cléhat such languages lack the inflectional category
tense — that they are "tenseless". The questionahses as to how to represent this empirical
generalization within the Principles and Paramdiarmework. Ritter & Wiltschko posit two different
possibilities. One possibility is that the obseiwas are a reflection of a deep underlying diffeeen
between the syntactic structure of tensed languldgeEnglish on the one hand, and tenseless
languages like Blackfoot and Halkomelem on the otfaed. That is, where languages like English
project a functional category T, languages likecRfaot and Halkomelem do not. This is laid out in
(28))) below. The second option is that the differerscsuperficial, and that the observations do not
reflect any deep underlying difference as to thmefional categories projected. Two different
approaches to this option are laid out28)i) below:

(28) Formalizing "tenselessness” (Ritter & Wittko 2004:3)

) The tenseless approadhanguages differ as to whether or not they ptogeftinctional
category T(ense) (see Shaer 1992, 1997 for Wesin@amdic Eskimo, Wiltschko 2003 for
Halkomelem)

i) The universal tense approaehAll languages have the functional category mglaages
differ in the morpheme inventory associated witbhsa head. There are at least two

versions of this analysis:

i. T can be filled by an empty vague morpheme witimggrpretation that

subsumes present and past tense (Matthewson 20Ddoet)

ii. T can be filled by an empty expletive morpheme, tnedtemporal interpretation
of the clause is determined contextually (Borer300
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Ritter & Wiltschko (2004) argue that the tenselessnobserved in Blackfoot and Upriver
Halkomelem follows from the first option - an ahee of the functional projection 9 In the
following subsections | present their motivation floeir claim.

2.1 The Lack of Syntactic Tense in Blackfoot

If tenseless languages lack the functional prapectiP, then this structural difference should be
reflected in more than just the lack of inflectibtense. If TP is not projected, then the languages
guestion should be devoid of all properties assediaith both

i) the functional head T, and

i) the specifier position [spec,TP].

Ritter & Wiltschko (2004) argue that this is thesedor both Blackfoot and Halkomelem. For my

purposes, | focus on their arguments for Blackfoot.

2.1.1 The Absence of T

Ritter & Wiltschko (2004) present the following jasints of evidence for the lack of a
functional head ¥. First, as mentioned previously, they show thatehare no inflectional [past
tense] distinctions. Second, they show that Blamkinakes no distinction between tensed and non-

tensed clauses (eg. infinitival clauses.) | illatgreach of these phenomena in turn.

No inflectional [+past] tense distinctions in Blackfoot

Traditional grammars of Blackfoot present the laage as having a lack of inflectional tense
distinctions. Uhlenbeck (1938) states that Blackfoopossesses neither a true tense-system noea tru
aspect-system," and Ritter (2007) notes that Tay®89) lists only aspectual and modal preverbs.

Frantz (1991), however, presents a set of verlediqais as instantiations of tense morphemes.

12 Note that this does not entail that Blackfooisking in functional projections — Ritter & Wiltsah eventually argue that
Blackfoot has a syntactic projection parallel toiMfEnglish, except that it is substantiated nahweémporal content. See
section 2.2 for details.

13 Note that | do not present all of their argumeséz Ritter & Wiltschko 2004 for all their argument
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Assuming that the relevant inflectional distinctiemcoded on T is a simplegast] distinctioh’, Ritter

& Wiltschko address only Frantz's proposed pasidemnstructions.

Frantz presents four different ways to indicatstyfense, summarized below.

(29) Past-tense formation in Blackfoot, Simpliffedm Frantz (1991:365

ii)

Simple absence of both the durative aspect andefyefixes

Replacement of a stem-initial vowel by, or if the stem begins in a consonant, addition
of anii-, usually long, before the consonant.

For a small subset of stems beginning with sV &f,I@placement of the initial

sequence by sayV or CayV, respectively.

In the Blackfoot Reserve dialect only, autat

Of these, Ritter & Wiltschko (2004) show that cagemd ii) are compatible with both pastd

present interpretations. This was shown previous(26) above, reproduced below B0). These

examples show that utterances with a lack of dueadr future prefixes can be read with both a past

and present temporal interpretatibr{30)b) shows that forms that have replaced the #téiat vowel

with ii- can likewise be read with both a past and presemporal interpretation.

(30)

a)

kit-ana aasai'ni-wa
2-daughter  crysG
i) "Your daughter cried" (cf. Frantz 1991: 3§(v

i) "Your daughter is crying.’'

1 They assume, as do I, that future tense is akinnmdal (cf. Condoravdi 2001, Copley 2002), arstralot away from it.
5 These are greatly simplified; there are sevesttigtions, not well understood, to these formagic®ee Frantz for a
complete description.

® However, see Reis-Silva & Matthewson (2007) fguanents against this claim.
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b) nit-sspiy-ihpinnaan

1-dance-gL

i) 'We danced' (cf. Frantz 1991: 36(x))

i) '‘We are going to dance."

(Ritter & Wiltschko 2004:3)
(31)

amo aakii-wa ii-hpmaa-wa nniki-yi
DEM woman-3  past?-buy.vai-8 milk-3s'
"This woman bought milk.' (cf. Frantz 1991:39)Yw

OR 'This woman is buying milk.'
(Ritter & Wiltschko 2004:3)

Ritter & Wiltschko also highlight Frantz's generaliion that most verbs allow several different ways
to mark past-tense (Frantz 1991:36). This is itated with the examples below:

(32)
a)
i) nit kska'si
nit- kska'si
1-run.vai

'l ran'

i) nitsiikska'si
nit-ii- kska'si
1-past?-run.vai

'l ran'

b)
i) oma piitaawa ipttaawa
om-wa piitaa-wa ipottaa-wa
DEM-3S eagle-3 fly.vai-3s

"The eagle flew"
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i) oma piitaawa paytaawa
om-wa piitaa-wa Cay-ipottaa-wa
DEM-3S eagle-3 past?-fly.vai-3s

"The eagle flew"

i) oma piitaawa naip ttaawa
om-wa piitaa-wa  na-ipottaa-wa
DEM-3S eagle-3 past?-fly.vai-3s

"The eagle flew"

(Frantz 1991:36)

(32)a) shows that both the unmarked form of 'mm),ias well as the overtly marked form of 'run’ i

i), are both well-formed utterances compatiblehvatpast-interpretation32)b) shows the same
phenomenon with the verb ‘fly’, except that theeste&vo acceptable ways to overtly mark an utterance
that is compatible with a past-interpretation. ehegsamples show that these methods of marking past-
tense in Blackfoot are optional — they pattern mlikeemodifiers than instantiations of a dedicated
inflectional category.

Ritter & Wiltschko leave a full investigation of ied iii) up to future research, and as such |
do not address it here. As for method iv), the rherpena-, here | diverge in analysis from Ritter &
Wiltschko. | address this morpheme in chapter five.

No tensed/non-tensed (infinitival) distinction inIBckfoot

The distinction between past] is not the only distinction that can be agged with the
syntactic head T; T can also make a distinctiowbeh tensed (either past, or non-past) clauses®n o
hand, and between non-tensed (infinitival) clausethe other hand. If Blackfoot lacks the syntactic
head T, as proposed by Ritter & Wiltschko (200dis predicts no tensed/non-tensed distinction.-- i.e
the lack of infinitival clauses.
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Ritter & Wiltschko (2004) show that this is indei@ case — they quote Frantz who states that
Blackfoot has prefixé$ "the equivalents of which in most other languagesid be verbs which take
embedded clauses" (Frantz 1991:88, cited in Rattéfiltschko 2004:20). They provide the following
list in (33); examples of the use of these prefixes areigeovin 34) and B85):

(33)
ohkott— "able’
ssaak-'try'
yaahs- 'like, enjoy/be pleased by’
iksistt— ‘finish’

mato-oto — 'go to do'

(34)
nitayaahsoyi
nit-4-yaahs-loyi
14mPF-pleasing-eat.vai
'l like to eat.’
(Frantz 1991:89)
(35)
aissaaaka'pota’kiwa
a-ssaak-a'po'taki-wa
IMPF-try-work-3s
'He is trying to work.'
(Frantz 1991:89)

Thus in cases where a language like English waddire a matrix verb and an embedded infinitival
clause, Blackfoot relies instead on a prefix toweynthe meaning of what in English would be a matri
verb, and a normally inflected verb to convey wiha@English would be an infinitival clause. Ritter &
Wiltschko note that Blackfoot can also make usa bi-clausal structure, where the embedded clause

takes conjunctive morphology - this is shown36)(below. Note, however, that in such cases the

" These “prefixes” fit into the “preverbs” slot thfe verbal template. Recall from chapter one:
PERSON- (NEG, Y/N) —(PREVERBS) — [vers stemINITIAL -(MEDIAL )-FINAL] — DIR/INV — PERSOM# —3#/GEN
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embedded clause does not behave like an infinitikee an independent clause, the embedded verb has
inflectional morphology (Ritter & Wiltschko 2004:21

(36)
nitsiksstaa naahksoyssi
nit-ik-sstaa n-aahk-ooyi-hs-yi
l-ints-want 1-n.fact-eat.vaic3CcJs
'l want to eat.'
(Frantz 1991: 112)

Recall the possibilities for formalizing the obsesvack of inflectional tense within the

Principles and Parameters framework:

(37) Formalizing "tenselessness” (Ritter & Wittko 2004:3)

i) The tenseless approadhanguages differ as to whether or not they ptogeftinctional
category T(ense) (see Shaer 1992, 1997 for Wesin@amdic Eskimo, Wiltschko 2003 for
Halkomelem)

i) The universal tense approaehAll languages have the functional category mglaages
differ in the morpheme inventory associated witbhsa head. There are at least two

versions of this analysis:

i. T can be filled by an empty vague morpheme witingerpretation that

subsumes present and past tense (Matthewson 20Ddoet)

ii. T can be filled by an empty expletive morpheme, tnedtemporal interpretation

of the clause is determined contextually (Borer400
While Ritter & Wiltschko concede that the universalse approach can account for the fact that an

unmarked clause may be interpreted as either pgsesent, they note that under such an approa&ch th

absence of a tensed/non-tensed distinction (ne.absence of infinitival constructions) would héwe

29



30
be chalked up to an unrelated coincidence. Undetehseless approach, on the other hand, both the

lack of a past/non-past distinction, and a tensadtensed distinction, fall out from a unified aysas.

2.1.2 The absence of specTP

Under the Principles and Parameters framework,abmmonly assumed that syntactic heads
are associated with phrasal specifier positionsvNbthe lack of inflectional tense in Blackfodatlls
out from the lack of a syntactic T head, as progdseRitter & Wiltschko's tenseless approach, this
would entail that Blackfoot likewise lacks a phigsaec, TP] position — the position commonly
associated with nominative case and grammaticgéstsh Ritter & Wiltschko argue Blackfoot shows
evidence for this - that external arguments in Biaat do not map to a grammatical subject position,

and that Blackfoot lacks case/EPP-driven A-movement

The lack of grammatical subjects and nominative eas

A common assumption in the syntactic literaturhég nominative case is associated with the
specifier position of a finite T® Thus non-finite clauses cannot assign nominatise to their

subjects as shown below i88).

(38)
a) He&om SaWienseqd bear.
b) *| want [heyow t0tensegS€E @ bear.]
(Ritter & Wiltschko 2004:5)

18 A point brought to my attention by Duk-Ho An is theminative case in several languages could blyzsthas more
strongly associated with a finite T head, as opgagith the specifier position. Chomsky 2000, foaswple, argues that not
all nominative-marked nominals sit in [spec, THje-assumes that the associate in a there-exptatharuction takes
nominative case:

(1) a) There was ongeKing. (English)
b) Es war einmakin(*en) Konig. (German)

Note, however, that English data lacks morpholdgeaence as to whether the associate nominallis hominative —
and in fact, the following data from BoSkovic 208®8ygests that the associate in there-expletiveactwally not marked
nominative.

(2) There’s alwaybim/*he. (BoSkovic 2002:192 fn 35)

As | am primarily interested in the distinctiontlveen English and Blackfoot, | abstract away frcatedike the German,
and whether nominative case is more properly agtatiwith the head or specifier position of a &énitP. In any case,
either option suffices for the purposes here, @&R& Wiltschko argue for the lack of the entir® Pprojection.
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If Blackfoot lacks the entire phrasal projection, Rtter & Wiltschko argue, then Blackfoot should
show no effects of nominative case. They showftiiBDPs in Blackfoot show no evidence of
morphological casé— in (39) below, the full Dmohk wa'my son' has the same form whether it

corresponds to the subject or object.

(39)
a) ikakomimmiiwa nohk wa kitani
ik-waakomimme-yii-wa n-ohk -wa  k-itan-yi
ints-love.vta-3>3'-8 1-son3s 2-daughter-3

'My son loves your daughter.'

b) otsikakomimmokwa nohk wa otani
ot-ik-waakomimm-ok-wa n-ohk -wa  ot-itani-yi
3'-ints-love.vta-3'>3-8 1-son3s 3-daughter-3
'Her daughter lovesy son'
(Frantz 1991:53-56, cited in Ritter & Wiltschko 208)

They note that while this evidence is not conclelSithere is further evidence that Blackfoot lacks a

dedicated position for grammatical subjew#ig; the lack of EPP-effects and case-driven movement.

The EPP is another phenomenon associated wittsplee [TP] position. The EPP, or Extended
Projection Principle, basically states that thetpms [spec, TP] must be filled. Thus in English, evha

sentence lacks a thematic subject, one methodisfysag the EPP is expletive-insertion, as 4@).

19 Another point brought to my attention by Duk-Ho #&rthat in order for morphological case to be clatgly lacking,
Blackfoot would have to lack other case-assignimiggories as well. | argue in Chapter Three thafuhctional phrase
responsible for accusative case, which | assurbe thspP, is, like TP, lacking in Blackfoot, itsfttion likewise being
performed by a syntactically parallel Participaotia. As for whether Blackfoot lacks the case-assggoategories PP, this
is a matter for future research. While Blackfoogslmot have traditional adpositions, it does halsalecomplex-internal
morphemes which, like adpositions, license non-a@ut nominals. Whether or not these are of thegoayeP is a question
for further research.

% Note that the English equivalents also show no efgmorphological nominative case, as English ahigws a
morphological reflex of nominative case in its peral pronoun inventory. As a note, Blackfoot peedgaronouns are only
used for emphatic purposes; they are formed usisggssive morphology and an animate gender nostemailist , and
they inflect for obviation like regular nominalsréatz 1991:73-74). Because they do not appeartterpaifferently from
regular nominals, it is thus difficult to determimhether Blackfoot's personal pronouns constityteoper measure against
which to compare the personal pronouns of English.
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(40)
a) It is raining
b) It seems that this sentence has a subject.
(Ritter & Wiltschko 2004:6)

Blackfoot, on the other hand, appears to lack ex@leubjects:

(41)
a) aisootaa
a-sootaa
IMPF-rain
'it's raining’
b) iikssoka'piiwa otaisootaahsi

iik-soka'pii-waot-a-sootaa-hs-yi
very-good-3s 3MPF-rain-C}CJ
It is good that it is raining.'
(Ritter & Wiltschko 2004:6)

The lack of subject expletives is expected undenaeless analysis — assuming that there is no
functional projection TP, there would be no [sp&],That needs to be filled. The lack of EPP, acdt la

of expletive pronouns follow.

Another method of satisfying the EPP is A-movem#rd.sentence lacks a thematic subject
(i.e., an external argument), then an internal ment, or the external argument of an embedded
predicate may raise to satisfy the EPP. If Blackfaoks the [spec, TP] A-position, then one would
predict that Blackfoot would have no such instarafeSase/EPP-driven A-movement, just as it has no

instances of expletives.

L As a note, Boskovic 2002 argues that the datd0y ¢an be analyzed as falling out from the Invéase Filter
(BoSkovic 1997), as opposed to an due to an EPRrezgent. He argues, in fact, that the EPP shoeldliminated as a
theoretical device in general, the illusion of @Ferequirement falling out from either the Inve@sese Filter, or locality
restrictions on movement. Under these assumpttbadact that Blackfoot lacks expletives, as weltfze rest of the
arguments in this section, can instead be viewextidgional evidence that Blackfoot lacks a tramfitil
nominative/accusative Case-checking system, argldhidence that Blackfoot lacks a traditional fiomal phrase TP like
English, where | assume Case-checking systems @pdntty) driven by uninterpretable features on(¢P Pesetsky &
Torrego 2001, 2002).
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The absence of Case/EPP-driven A-movem&tt Raising, No Passive

Ritter & Rosen (2005) argue that while there arer@mena in Algonquian languages that
appear parallel to A-movement, these phenomenbedter off analyzed as instances of A-movement.
They address phenomena which appear to be instahBessive, and also a phenomenon that appears
to be parallel to raising constructions. They agddrfirst Cross-Clausal-Agreement, or CCA, whichk ha

been paralleled to raising constructions (Fran@Z8}.

CCA refers a phenomenon where the matrix clauseslagreement with an argument of the
embedded clause — this is shown for Innu-aimid®) and 43) below. In 20a), there is no cross-
clausal agreement. 12@b) the matrix clause shows cross-clausal 3plesgeat, where the only 3pl

argument is the subject of the embedded cfduse

(42) Innu-aimdn

a) ni-tsisshenitamu-anan mapishtuat  Shdshepa Tshan mdRni.
1pPL-know-TI-1PL visit Joseph John and Marie
'We know that John and Marie visited Joseph'

b) ni-tsisshenitamu-anaat madpishtuat  Shdshepa Tshan mak Mani.
1pL-know-TI-1PL-3PL visit Joseph John and Marie
'We know that John and Marie visited Joseph'

(Branigan & Mackenzie 2002:388(3), cited in Rit®eRosen 2005)

(21) shows the same phenomenon, except that the<roltuse shows agreement with the object of the

embedded clause:

2 Frantz specifically remarks that CCA is similafB6M (Exceptional Case Marking) cases.

CCA is optional (in the sense that the speakes do¢ need to use it in order for the sentenceetgrammatical, not
optional in the sense that it is an optional movenegeration in the derivation as per traditionalgses of Japanese-style
scrambling), and it does not affect the form of ¢élnebedded clause; rather it is the form of the imatause that is affected.
Where verbs that select clausal complements alysu (transitive inanimate) verb forms, when C©@Acurs, the matrix
verb takes a TA (transitive animate) form insteRdtér & Rosen 2005:649).
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(43) Innu-aimdn

a)

b)

Below | provide some CCA data from Blackfoot —44)b), the matrix verb bears 3sg agreement,

although the only 3sg argument available is thgesulof the embedded verb.

(44)

a)

b)

CCA, a phenomenon in which an element of an emlzbdideise is associated with the matrix clause,
thus looks parallel to raising constructions in Estg This familiar phenomenon is demonstrated in
(45):

ni-tshissit-en ka-uitshi-shk Pan  utauia
1-remember-TI PRT-helped-32 Paul father

'I remember that Paul's father helped you.'

tshi-tshissitatin ka-uitshi-shk POn utauia
2-remembert/2pL PRT-helped-3/2L  Paul father

'I remember that Paul's father helped you.'

(Branigan & Mackenzie 2002:388(4), cited in Rit®eRosen 2005)

nitsiksstaa nohkva mahka'po'takssi
nit-ik-sstaa n-ohkwa  m-ahk-a'po'taki-hs-yi
1-ints-want.vai 1-sons3 3-n.fact-work.vaiescJ

'l want my son to work."'

nitsiksstataa nohk wa mahka'po'takssi
nit-ik-sstataawa n-ohk -wa  m-ahk-a'po'taki-hs-yi
l-ints.want.vta83s  1-son-3 3-n.fact-work.vaieJcJ

'l want my son to work.'

(Frantz 1978:89, modified glosses mine)
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(45) Mélissa appearsdMelissato take the subway]

35

While Mélissathematically appears to be the subject of the elokxe verb, it raises to become the

subject of the matrix verb. This is commonly analyas falling out from the fact that the non-finite

embedded verb cannot assign/check nominative ca#s subject. Thus the embedded subject must

raise out of its clause to be assigned case (ar igcase-feature checkétl)

Ritter & Rosen (2005) note that the similarity beem CCA and raising constructions in

English thus might lead one to analyze CCA as atairce of A-movement.

(46) Possible Structural Parallel between CCA aai$iRg (A-Movement)

English:

Raising

Non-Raising

Blackfoot

CCA

Non-CCA:

[CP

[CP

[CP.veieeeeeee,

v

..... Agreement [TP.SUBJECTOBJECT|]

1

24 as is also well known, this phenomenon also inekidubject-to-object raising:

3) Mélissa expectme [1p freto visit her]

While methematically appears to be the subject of the eaederb, it nonetheless receives accusative casethe
matrix verb. This is commonly analyzed as falling som the fact that the non-finite embedded w&bnot check the
assign a nominative case feature to its subjebtisThe embedded subject must raise out of itseltube assigned
accusative case by the matrix verb. Note, howehat,Ritter & Wiltschko's analysis does not prediet lack of object-
raising in Blackfoot. Although they predict the kaaf A-movement to the grammatical subject posifgpec, TP], their
account does not predict anything about A-moverirgata direct-object position (which, dependingymur theoretical
preferences, this could be [spec, AgrOP], [spepPAs[spec, VP], etc.). Likewise, while their ara$ypredicts a lack of
nominative-case-driven movement, their analysisdus predict a lack of accusative-case-driven merg.As
mentioned in a previous footnote, in chapter thregand Ritter & Wiltschko's analysis and suggkeat the general lack
of case-driven movement may fall out from the la€both nominative-case assigning TP and accusatsge assigning

AspP.
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They cite, however, Branigan & Mackenzie (2002)pveingue that CCA is an instance of A'-

Agreement, as opposed to A-Agreement. Branigan &Kdazie (2002) list several different ways in

which CCA differs from raising constructions. | disss here some of the phenomena which are

relevant for Blackfoot. First, while raising consttions are generally analyzed as being drivenasg c

or EPP motives, CCA is motivated by discourse ppoies. Branigan & Mackenzie note that CCA

triggers in Innu-aimn must either be a wh-phrasiecused DP, or a topicalized DP. This appears to

also be the case for Blackfoot. W/( below, the difference betweeti7ja) which lacks CCA, and

(47)b) which has CCA, appears to be that the elembith triggers the cross-clausal agreement in

(47)b) is a topic.

(47)

a)

b)

iihtsimaawa nitakkaawa nitsaakiaopissi
ii-ohtsimaa-wa nit-akkaa-wa nit-saaki-a-opi-hs-yi
?-hear.vai-8 1-friend-3  1-still-impPF-sit.vai-cJ3CJ

'My friend heard that I'm home."

nitohtsimakka nitakkaawa nitsaakiaopissi
nit-ohtsimat-ok-wa  nit-akkaa-wa nit-saaki-a-opi-hs-yi
1-hear.vta-3>loc-8 1-friend-3  1-still-IMPF-sit.vai-CJ}CJ

'‘My friend heard (about me) that I'm home.’

(Frantz 1978:96, modified glosses mine)

Likewise, in @8) below, Frantz notes that it seems that thecehoi using CCA to index the object
rather than the subject "serves to highlight thedb' (Frantz 1978:100).

(48)

nitssksinooka
nit-ssksino-ok-wa
1-know.vta-3>loc-3 2-father-3

"Your father knows you love me.’

kitakomimmokssi
kit-akomimm-ok-hs-yi

2-love.vta-3>loc=rCy

(Frantz 1978:100, modified glosses mine)
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Further evidence comes from embedded questionsddtaein 49) shows that while CCA is usually
optional, in Blackfoot it is obligatory with embeeldl questions "which deal with identification of the
subject or animate object of the embedded verlvdntz 1978:103).

(49)

a) *nitssksiniihpa annahka kihtoawahka
nit-ssksinii-hpa ann-wahk-wa kifatoawah-ok-wa
1-know.vai-1>0 DEM-one-3s  2-hear.vta-3>locs3

b) nitssksinowa annahka kithtoawahka
nit-ssksino-awa ann-wahk-wa kit-htoawah-ok-wa

1-know.vta-1>33s DEM-one-3 2-hear.vta-3>loc-8
‘I know who/what(anim.) you heard.'
(Frantz 1987:103, modified glosses mine)

Thus, CCA in Blackfoot seems driven by discourseqiples, such as topic and focus, as opposed to
Case or EPP-related principles. As further eviddéadhis effect, Branigan & Mackenzie (2002) note
that that CCA, unlike raising constructions, caig¢d either the embedded subject, or the embedded

object, or even an embedded instrument. The retalata for Blackfoot is below:

(50) CCA targets embedded subject

nitssksinoannagawa otayaaki'ni'ssaawa
nit-ssksino-a-nnaal@wa  ot-ayaak-i'ni-'ss-aawa
1-know.vta-1>3-kL-3PL 3'FuT-die.vai€r3pPL
'We know they are dying.'
(Frantz 1978:92)
(51) CCA targets embedded object

nitssksinooka kinna kitakomimmokssi
nit-ssksino-ok-wa  k-inn-wa kit-akomimm-ok-hs-yi
1-know.vta-3>loc-3 2-father-3  2-love.vta-3>1/2z3CJ

"Your father knows you love me.’
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(52)

b)

CCA targets embedded instrunfént

38
(Frantz 1978:100, modified glosses mine)

nitaiksim'sstatoohpi omiistsi miistsiistsi
nit-4iksim'sstatoo-hpi ome-istsi Miistsi-istsi
14mpPF-think.vti -1>0 DEM-Opl stick-OpPL
kahlohtawaayakiookoohsi
k-ahk-oht-awayaki-ook-00-hsi
2-n.factmeanshit.vta-3>1/2-?-%

'l expect the sticks to hit you.'

nitaiksim'sstaa omiistsi miistsiistsi
nit-a-iksim'ssta om-istsi miistsi-istsi
1-iMPF-think.vai DEM-0OPL stick-OpL
kahlohtawaayakiookoohsi

k-ahk-oht-awayaki-ook-00-hsi

2-n.factmeanshit.vta-3>1/2-?€J

'l expect the sticks to hit you.'

(Frantz 1978:100, modified glosses mine)

Thus in B0) above, the matrix clause shows 3pl agreemdrdrervthe only 3pl argument available is

the subject of the embedded clause5h) (where the matrix clause shovwispgkerson agreement, the

% Frantz notes that CCA with an embedded instrurigerstre, however it is possible.
% | am not sure what the proper gloss here shoul@tamtz glosses it as follows:

00-hsi
X-conj

where | assume ‘conj' stands for ‘conjunct morpholavhich in this paper | gloss &9. He does not state what the 'x'
stands for.
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only % person argument is the object of the embeddedeland in 52), the matrix clause is
inflected for a inanimate plural object, where timty inanimate plural object is the instrumentiod t
embedded clause, indicated by the 'means' morphiekee oht and the overt nominal 'those sticks'

omiistsi miistsiistsi.

To summarize, while CCA at first appears like adidate for Case-driven A-movement in
Blackfoot, and therefore problematic for Ritter &lidchko (2004)'s TP-less analysis, Ritter & Rosen
conclude that CCA is better accounted for with &aralysis. The other candidate for Case/EPP-
driven A-movement in Algonquian is Passive. Twoeypf constructions in Algonquian have been
argued as analogs of Passive: the first is aataresitive clauses with obligatorily non-specific or
unspecified agents, argued by Dahlstrom 1991, lsmdécond is transitive clauses marked with
inverse-theme markers. Because Dahlstrom’s mobindtr analyzing non-specific/unspecified-agent
clauses in Plains Cree as Passive does not h8lkhakfoot, | do not address it here in détailhe
other candidate for a passive construction is iti@asclauses marked with inverse-theme markers.
First | present a review of what inverse-clauses and then | provide the arguments why they should

not be analyzed as instances of Case-driven passive

Recall that transitive verbal complexes in Blackftand in Algonquian in general) indicate
event participants in two places — a prefixal positand a suffixal theme marker. The prefix always

27 Dahlstrom analyzes the unspecific constructioRlains Cree as a passive-construction based omnétaction with

CCA phenomena. In Plains Cree, the unspecifiedtagetion is marked with the same morphological agrent as a clause
with a 2" person subject acting on a first person objedt|amks the personal prefixes associated witff'@é&rson subject.
Dahlstrom notes that in Plains Cree, the CCA tacgatonly be the subject of the embedded clauss.iFkhown by the
data below - while CCA can target the embeddegestin a), CCA targeting the embedded object jrisltungrammatical:

(4)
a) niskike:yima:w  George e:=sa:ki-a:t okosisa
know.vta-1-2[dir]George love3-obv/conj[dir] hésn [obv]
'l know George loves his sons."

(Dahlstrom 1991:72 (32), cited in Ritter & Rosen)

b) *nikiskeyinima:wa George e:=sa:kia:t okosisa
know.vta-1ebv[dir George love3-obv/conj[dir] his son obv

'l know George loves his sons."'

(Dahlstrom 1991:72 (33), cited in Ritter & Rosertp5

However, when an unspecified construction is embdddnly the underlying object can be the targeg2GA. Dahlstrom
argues that if the unspecified construction is yred as a passive, then the restriction on the €&1»be easily generalized
such that the CCA can only target surface subjects.
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agrees in person with the argument that is highaghe person-animacy hierarchy, repeated below in

(53), regardless of whether that argument is ther actpatient.

(53) Person-Animacy Hierarchy

LOCAL PERSONS2,1> 3RD PERSONS PROXIMATE> 3RD PERSON OBVIATIVE> INANIMATE

Whether the prefix corresponds to the actor orepais disambiguated by the theme marker. The
theme marker indicates the person with the othgarraent, and may fall into one of two categories:
direct, or inverse. A direct theme marker indicdted the actor is higher on the person-animacy
hierarchy than the patient. An inverse theme maridicates that the actor is lower on the person-
animacy hierarchy than the patient. With respeatteractions between third-persons, this mearts tha
the inverse construction is used when the actiesis contextually salient than the patient, ang thu
often translates as a passive. Ritter & Rosen alhawif the person prefix is analyzed as a subject
agreement marker, then the inverse theme markdd ptausibly be analyzed as passive-morphology.
As per the goal of their paper, however, they me\several arguments against analyzing the inverse
construction as a Case-driven passive construclioay cite Wolfart (1991) who observes that inverse
constructions are marked with transitive morpholeglye verb obligatorily inflects for both the agen
and patient. If the inverse were an instance afgliEh-style Case-driven passive, where the agent
argument is suppressed, we would the verb to dblidpinflect only for the patient argument. Wailfa
further notes that the choice between whether poess an event through an inverse-clause or atdirec
clause is determined by the person/animacy of rifp@naents involved. Events denoting third-persons
acting on speech-act participants can only be esprkvia inverse-clauses, and events denoting
speech-act participants acting on third-personsocéynbe expressed via direct-clauses. This woeld b
a highly atypical property of traditional Case-@nivpassive constructions. With these facts, Rétter

Rosen dismiss inverse-clauses as instances of dEa®e+ passives.

To summarize, Ritter & Wiltschko (2004) note thatar their tenseless analysis, the lack of

inflectional tense marking, lack of infinitival cetmuctions, lack of nominative case effects and

8 Ritter & Rosen also address Bruening's (2001p@sal that the inverse in Passamaquoddy is a [eakiisivA-movement
to a functional HP projection. | do not addredseite, howeverbecause | am only interested in movement thatiges
evidence directly related to the presence or aleseh@P (where here | assume the lack of Tenseletes with the lack of
a traditional Case-checking system), as opposadhéther or not there is A-Movement in Algonquifitter & Rosen
(2005) argue that the target of movement in BrugeiklP is better analyzed as an A'-position, bettkeir paper for the
full argument.
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case/EPP-driven A movement in Blackfoot all falt @om one unified analysis. Under the universal
tense approach, they argue, the lack of infinita@istructions, nominative case effects and Case/EP

driven A movement must fall out from other, uncocted, proposals.

A important note is that while Ritter & Wiltschk@@04) conclude that Blackfoot lacks the
syntactic node Tense, i.e.- the functional progatthat grammatically encodes the distinction betwe
past- and present-tense, they do not mean to aalickfoot clause-structure is somehow
impoverished in functional projections. That ig\ttdonot propose that where English has more

articulated structure as iB4)a), Blackfoot has a less articulated structarm#4)by®:

(54)
a) English clause-structure b) Blackfoot clause-structure
CP CP
PN PN
C C'
PaN PN
C TP C VP
PN PN
T A4
PN PN
T VP \%
N
VY
PN
v

Ritter & Wiltschko (2005) assume that all languapave the universal grammatical category
IP, however they propose that the content of Irdyrdiffer cross-linguistically. Thus while Blackfbo
and Halkomelem, like all languages, have Infl, Iafhot realized as T in these languages. In the

following section | elaborate further on this prepb

% These trees are only schematic. | am not makitigim as to the exact number and properties oftfonal heads present
in either language.
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2.2 The Universal Anchoring Condition

Ritter & Wiltschko (2005), following Eng (1987), agme that in main declarative clauses, all

natural languages must adhere to what they terAthehoring Condition™:

(?) The Anchoring Condition (Ritter & Wiltschk®@5: adapted from En¢ 1987:642)

Events must be anchored to the utterance or soméher salient reference point.

Following Zagona (1990) and Stowell (1995), thesuase that in languages like English, this
condition is fulfilled temporally, via TP and itsrhporal arguments. Tense is a two-place predidate o
coincidence, in the sense of Hale 1986, and ewrtanchored to the utterance by relating the Event
Time (EVT) to the Utterance Time (UttT). T eithesarts that these two times coincide (present Yense
or asserts that these two times do not coincidst tease¥. This is represented below, schematically
in (55), and formally as in Ritter & Wiltschko i5§).

(55)

Event Event-Anchoring via Tense

/1
/

DIRNSas

Corp .
@ A“'_—“O'-I-chde‘)

e ' Yes —»present tense
./
<7

No —past tense

%0 For the most part, Ritter & Wiltschko abstractagvirom the future. They assume that future tewsée also an
instance of non-coincidence, is more complex thasent and past in that it introduces a modal corapb
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(56)

a) Konradis playing the guitar

TP
PN
UttT T
/\
T VP
[+ coincide] A\
—present LV

43

b) Mika daned

TP
/\
UttT T
P
T VP
[-coincide] 2\
EvT
= past

(Ritter & Wiltschko 2005:1)

The question that then arises is what happenkiiguage lacks the grammatical category Tense?

Assuming the Anchoring Condition, how do languathes lack a TP anchor events to utterances?

Ritter & Wiltschko (2005) propose that the anchgraondition need not be satisfisgimporally

- the condition can also be satisfied via othectileproperties associated with the utterance. They

identify two possible anchoring propertiespatialanchoring andperson(or participant) anchoring.

Ritter & Wiltschko thus propose that Infl is a uersal grammatical category whose main functionis t

anchor events to utterances. The content of Inflydver, may vary cross-linguistically according to

which deictic element of the utterance is usedichar the event: the utterance time, the utterance

place, or the utterance participants. They proendence of spatial anchoring — anchoring via the

utterance place — for Upriver Halkomelem, and evedgeof person anchoring — anchoring via the

utterance participants — for Blackfoot. Again, tfis here on their proposal and arguments for

Blackfoot.

2.2.1 Parallels between Tense in English and Persomlackfoot

Ritter & Wiltschko (2007) propose that in Blackfptite person prefixast- andkit- are

formally and functionally analogous to ter(sg -ed") in English. The basic proposal is that boit

3L Of course, there are also irregular past fornriglish. | abstract away from them here.
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/kit- and tense morphemes, -edare instantiations of Infl, the universal anchgraategory. Now, as
Ritter & Wiltschko (2007) suggest disengaging ta@poral content from Infl, the question arisesoas t
how one can recognize Infl. Ritter & Wiltschko frep.)suggest the following criteria:

i) Infl is unique,

i) is obligatory,

i) may lack phonetic content,
iv) may lack semantic content,
V) may move to COMP,

Vi) may co-vary with COMP

Using these criteria, they argue that English tenaeking and Blackfoot person-marking syntactically
pattern in the same way; both English tense-mar&aimyBlackfoot person-marking fulfill i)-iii), and

v)-vi)*. | summarize their arguments in the following sdi®ns.
Infl is Unique

The first criteria the Ritter & Wiltschko addressthe uniqueness of Infl - as is well-known, in
English a clause may only be marked by morpholdd¢@ese once. This is shown below &¥) — in
(57)a) the main verb is marked for morphologicakeerwhile in $7)b) the auxiliary verb is marked for
morphological tense. Marking both the main verb @redauxiliary for tense is ungrammatical, as

shown in b7)c):

(57) Tense marking in English is unique
a) Lyn played the piano.
b) Lyndid play the piano.

C) *Lyn did played the piano

Blackfoot, likewise, can only mark a clause witk fherson-prefixes once. Thus bdi8)a) and 8)b)

mark the clause for person — second person — dfendking the clause for both second and first person

%2 They use criteria iv) as evidence for the paraiklre between Halkomelem's spatial morpheme&agtish tense
marking — as it is not directly relevant for Blac&f, | do not address it here.
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as in £8)c) is ungrammatical, despite the fact that iosth and second persons are the arguments of

the predicate.

(58) Person marking in Blackfoot is unique

a) Kitsikdkomimmoki
kit -ik-waakomimm-oki
2-ints-love.vta-2>1

‘You love me’

b) Kitsikhkomimmo
kit -ik-waakomimm-o
2-ints-love.vta-1>2

‘I love you.’

C) *Kit(si)nitsikakomimmoki
kit -nit -ik-waakomimm-oki
2-1-ints-love.vta-2>1
Target: “You love me’

d) *nit(si)kitsikakomimmoki
nit-kit -ik-waakomimme-oki
1-2-ints-love.vta-2>1

Target: ‘You love me’

Ritter & Wiltschko thus note that Tense-marking &w®son-marking in English and Blackfoot

respectively pattern similarly in that both arequely marked.

Infl is Obligatory and may lack Phonetic Content

The second criteria for Infl that Ritter & Wiltdob address is its obligatoriness. Recall that in
English, tense is obligatory; the lack of overt kirag (i.e., phonetic content) is interpreted noeéths

with tense. Thus5Q)a), with no overt marking, is nonetheless inetgd as present tense.
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(59) Tense Marking in English is obligatory and nfagk phonetic content

a) | walk- to the store.

b) | walked to the store.

This is likewise the case with Blackfoot person kirgg. It is obligatory, and the lack of overt margi

is interpreted as third person, as showr6)¢):

(60) Person Marking in Blackfoot is obligatory amdy lack phonetic content

a) nitaitsiniki
nit-a-itsiniki
1-ImPF-relate.vai

"l relate/am relating (a story)"

b) kitaitsiniki
kit -a-itsiniki
2-IMPF-relate.vai

"You relate/are relating (a story)"

c) aitsinikiwa
__-a-itsiniki-wa
3-IMPF-relate.vai-3s

"he relates/is relating (a story)"

(Frantz 1991:16, modified glosses mine)

Note that in example c), the suffvaalso marks a (proximate) third person. In elicitat
however, my language consultant frequently doegratuce the —wa, and the sentence is nonetheless
interpreted as third-person. Thus Tense markirigniglish, and Person marking in Blackfoot pattern
similarly in that both are obligatorily marked, tlaek of marking being obligatorily interpreted.
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Infl may co-vary with Comp

The third criteria Ritter & Wiltschko (in prep.) diss is the property of Infl to co-vary with Comp.
They point out that the tense of an embedded cliauBaglish co-varies with the subordinating
complementizer - while the complementizer 'thdeéds a tensed clause, the complementizer ‘for'

selects an untensed clause:

(61)
a) For Yumiko to buy the walnut cakes...
b) *That Yumiko to buy the walnut cakes...
c) *For Yumiko bought the walnut cakes...

d) That Yumiko bought the walnut cakes...
(Based on examples from Ritter & Wiltschko)
While there are no obvious complementizers in Biaak assuming that clause-typing is encoded in C,
Ritter & Wiltschko observe that person-marking ilaékfoot likewise co-varies with clause-type
morphology. As shown ir6Q) below, Blackfoot clauses with subjunctive marolgy lack the person

prefixes:

(62) Blackfoot subjunctive lacks person marking

a) a 'tooyiniki aakitsoyo'pa
a'-o'tooyiniki yaak-it-loyi-o'pa

INCH-arrive.vai-3/2s(suBj FuT-rel-eat.vai-21

'When you/l arrive, (then) we'll eat.’

b) ikkamayo'k&oainiki, nitaahkahkayi
ikkam-a-yo'kaanoainiki nit-yaak-wa:hkayi
if-IMPF-sleep.vai-BL(SUB) 1-FUT-go.home.vai

'If youyp, are sleeping, I'l go home."

c) ikkaminmmiinnaaniki, nitaaksowatoo'pinnaana
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ikkam-ini-mmiinnaaniki nit-yaak-lowatoo-'p-innaana

if-see.vti-PPL(SUB) 1FuT-eat.vti-1>0-PbL

'If we see it, we'll eat it.'

d) ikkdmssawohkkiiniki
ikkam-saw-ohkokiinik i
if-NEG-give.vta-Z:1PL(SUBJ)

annahka ninnahka aakssko'tsimayi
an-wa-hka  n-inn-wa-hka yaak-ssk-o'tsi-m-wa-ayi
DEM-3s-invs 1-father-3-invs FUT-back-take.vti-3>0-8-DTP

'If you don't give it to me, my father will takeback.'
(Frantz 1991:113)

Note that the English data iA3) is parallel — subjunctive clauses lack tenseking. **

(63) English subjunctive lacks tense marking

a) Itis essential that Ailibe(*is) on time for class.
b) Itis essential that Ailibe(*is) late for class.

Ritter & Wiltschko also note that this is also ttese for imperative clauses in Blackfoot — impeati
clauses lack person-prefixes.

(64)Blackfoot imperatives lack person marking

a) ooyi!
ooyi-t
eat.vai2s(iMp)

"Eat!" (to a single person)

¥ Insert obligatory note about how the English sobjive has nearly fallen out of usage, blah blah.
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b) ooyk!
ooyi-k
eat.vai2rL (IMP)
"Eat!" (to several people)
(Frantz 1991:114)

Note again that the English data @b] is parallel — imperative clauses in Englistklamrphological

tense marking.

(65) English imperatives lack tense making

a) Besitill!

b) *Are still!

Ritter & Wiltschko remark on the fact that in teddanguages, both imperative and subjunctive ckuse
have been analyzed as being "untensed"” (cf. GBRjanesi 1997). As these are exactly the clause-
types where Blackfoot lacks person prefixes, tiney tanalyze imperative and subjunctive clauses in

Blackfoot as equivalently "unpersoned.”

Ritter & Wiltschko also take movement to Comp aticgative of an Infl element — they note

that I-C head movement is possible for Englishuegiion contexts.

(66)

a) [cp [\r Emma will have time to finish marking]]

b) [cp Will [ p Emma-will have time to finish marking?]]'

They suggest that this is also the case for Blautld@erson prefixes. They note that the person
prefixesnit-/kit- is in complementary distribution with the epistermodalna-, which Bliss & Ritter
(2007) analyze as an instance of Comp. Under #ssraption, the fact that- and the person prefixes
cannot co-occur, they argue, can be explaineciptrson-prefixes obligatorily raise to Comp. As a
note, | offer an alternative account for the compatary distribution ofa- andnit/kit- in chapter five.

The alternative analysis, however, is not inconigp@tivith the person-prefixes raising to Comp.
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In summary, Ritter & Wiltschko (in prep.) show thiere are several formal syntactic parallels
between Person in Blackfoot and Tense in EnglisieyTtherefore propose that Person in Blackfoot is
the functional/syntactic equivalent of Tense in Esfg In the following subsection | present thenfiait

implementation of their proposal.

2.2.2 Person Anchoring in Blackfoot

Recall that Ritter & Wiltschko (2005) analyze Teasea temporal predicate of non-coincidence,
which takes the Utterance Time (UttT), and the Evieme (EVT) is its temporal arguments. The
function of Tense is to relate the Utterance toBkent, by temporally ordering the Utterance Timd a
Event Time. It thus assemgenthe Event happens, relative to the Utterancanidy, if Tense
asserts that the UttT and EVT coincide, then tidesee is interpreted as present (-s). If Tenser&ss

that UttT and EvT do not coincide, then the sergaadnterpreted as past (-ed).

(67)
a) Miwako bakes (UttT and EVT [+coincide])
b) Miwako baked (UttT and EVT [—coincide])

Ritter & Wiltschko (2005 suggest that Person discourse) is likewise a predicate of non-

coincidence. Where Tense takes the Utterance Tinmddcgent Time as temporal arguments, Person
takes the Utterandearticipantsand the Everarticipantsas arguments. Its function is thus to relate
the Utterance to the Event, by either assertingith@wo arguments coincide, or do not coincide.
Person then assexdiomthe Event involves, relative to the Utterance nkalty, if Person asserts that
the Utterance Participants and the Event Partitgpanincide, then the sentence is marked with a
person prefix nit/kit-, and the event being spolbout is interpreted as involving a speech-act

participant (' or 2 person). If Person asserts that the Utteranceciartts and the Event

Participants do not coincide, then the sentenogaiked with zero morpheme-, and the event being

spoken about is interpreted as not involving eitifehe speech-act participants (i.e., interpreied

involving a third person).
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(68)
a) nit-a-ihpiyi (UttPart and EvPart [+coincide])
1-iImPF-dance.vai
'l am dancing'
b) -a-ihpiyi (UttPart and EvPart [-coincide])

3-IMPF-dance.vai

'He is dancing.’

This is represented below schematically@f)( and formally as in Ritter & Wiltschko (200%) i
(70)*

(69)

Event Event-Anchoring via Person

/1y

34 Note, however, that Person is necessarily more t®atpan Tense; while there is only one Utteraniceel there are
two Utterance Participants — both speaker and addee Ritter & Wiltschko (2007) suggest, in theispf Larson (1988),
and Speas & Tenny (2001), that the syntax obtaflonmay be ditransitive. Thus Person may be repredexsteP, a
ditransitive predicate of non-coincidence, withuadtional "shell* P, as per the structure represented below:

(5) [i PsPeEAKER Infl [I PHEARERINnfl [VP EVENT PARTICIPANTY]]

Ritter & Wiltschko assume that anchoring procedutsttom-up” (cf. En¢ 1987), and that due to econaonysiderations,
any clause need only be anchored once, accoumtingtfy events involving both the Speaker and Heareralways
anchored via the second person hekiter For my purposes, | will abstract away from theadisitive syntax of Person Infl.
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(70)

a. nit-, kit- b.

2.3 Summary of Chapter Two

In this chapter | summarized Ritter & WiltschkoZ)04, 2005) arguments that Blackfoot lacks
the syntactic node Tense, instead anchoring eventderances via a syntactically parallel Persoden
In the following chapter | propose that Ritter & Mchko’s parametric anchoring options hold not
only for the syntactic domain of Infl, but also fmtower syntactic domain — specifically the domaiin

vP and lower Aspect (also known as lexical, oragittn Aspect).

Before continuing on, | will clarify some of my temology choices. Ritter & Wiltschko
suggest that Infl may be instantiated either bysEeh.ocation or Person, where Tense is anchorimg vi
temporal means (the speech-time), Location anchmien spatial means (the speech location), and
Person anchoring via the speech-act participaotsmy purposes, | assume that the relevant aspect o
Person anchoring is the notionRdrticipancy where at the IP-level, Person is a facet of Elpancy
in that Person indicates Speech-Act-Participantyetson being identified with the speakéf, 2
person with the addressee, afftip@rson being identified as a non-speech-act-fjaatit. Thus where
Ritter & Wiltschko use P (Discourse Phrase) to designate Infl substadtidtePerson, for the most
part | will use the term PersP (Person Phrase)wdrah abstracting away from the particular syntacti

domain, | will use the term PartP (Participant BRjao indicate anchoring via means of participancy
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3.0CHAPTER THREE: SUB-EVENT RELATIONS IN BLACKFOOT AND ENGLISH

In this chapter | expand Ritter & Wiltschko's prepbthat English and Blackfoot differ

according to the fact that

) English anchors events to utterances wenaporalinstantiation of the anchoring node
Infl, i.e., TP,
i) Blackfoot anchors events to utterances vjgeesonalinstantiation of the anchoring node

Infl, i.e., Perg,P, where Person indicates speech-act-participancy.

The main claim of this chapter is that Ritter & Wdhko's proposal can also be extended to the
"lexical" domain of event structure (cf. First PB&yntax, Ramchand 2003; L-Syntax, Hale & Keyser
2002, Travis In Prep). Thus while Ritter & WiltsahR005 focus on looking at the event at an atomic
level, in how the event as a whole relates to ttexance, or speech-event as a whole, | suggest tha
their proposed differences between English andkbet also holdwithin the event. In sum, | propose

that within the event,

) sub-events in English are related via temporalomgtiike inner aspect/dynamicity,
but that
i) sub-events in Blackfoot are related via notionparticipancy.

| then show that by adopting this proposal, sever@phosyntactic properties of Blackfoot,
such as the II/AI/TI/TA distinction, and the agemtisubject-restriction, can be derived as partdlel
more familiar English phenomena, as opposed tagbsipulated as idiosyncratic properties of
Blackfoot grammar. First, however, | present myimaiion for extending Ritter & Wiltschko's

proposal to the event-domain.

3.1 Introduction - Theoretical Motivation
Case as Uninterpretable Tense on D (Pesetsky &bar2001, 2002)
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Recall that the lack of nominative case, and Caiseial movement, is presented in Ritter &

Wiltschko 2004 as evidence that Blackfoot lacksdyratactic node Tense. Pesetsky & Torrego 2001
formally link structural case to Tense, arguing th@minative case is actually an instance of an
uninterpretable Tense feature on D. Under Pes&skgrrego 2001, then, nominals that are realized
with nominative case have an uninterpretable Té&reteire that needs to be checked against an
interpretable T feature on Tense. Because Tensertiaierpretablé -features (realized as agreement),
and D has interpretabfefeatures, T and D can therefore enter into an sgtmoal Agree relation.
Following these assumption, then, if Blackfoot laeksyntactic node Tense with interpretable T

features, the lack of a case-checking system igrprising.

Note though, that while the above proposals cataéxthe lack of structuralominativecase
in Blackfoot, they cannot account for the lack méisturalaccusativecase. Pesetsky & Torrego 2002
extends the proposal, however, such that accusaaseis also an instance of an uninterpretableélen
feature on D. Pesetsky & Torrego acknowledge thatuTense feature cannot be checked by an
interpretable tense feature on what is traditigniatiown as TP, however. They therefore suggest that
there are two instances of TP in English; a high, Which is identified as the traditional TP, and a
lower T,P, which they identify as analogous to Travis’ (198 Prep) Aspect Phrase. Whilgi§
located between CP and vR,i3 located between vP and VP:

(3.2

Pesetsky & Torrego 2002 suggest that the functioln, @ to relate sub-event times —i.e., it
participates in determining the morphosyntactiqerties of Event Structure. Taking this proposal,
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and Ritter & Wiltschko 2005 into account, | propdisat Blackfoot has a lower Participant Phrase, in
place of this lower Tense Phrase:

(71)

Thus just as Ritter & Wiltschko suggest that IEhis universal anchoring node, whose function is to
relate/anchor events to utterances, | suggesthbes is a universal AspP, whose function is tateel
sub-events. Just as the content of Infl can vargrpatrically, according to whether events are eelat
to utterances via temporal notions, locative najanr participancy notions (schematizedg)j, |
suggest that the content of AspP can vary paracadiriaccording to whether sub-events are related

via temporal notions, locative notions, or notiehgarticipancy (this is schematized if3j)

(72) Parametric choice of Anchoring Nodes: Englisalkomelem and Blackfodt

Clausal Anchoring node IP:

a. Temporal () ® English
b. Locative (LogP) ® Halkomelem
c. Participancy (PaR) ® Blackfoot

% A question for further research is whether orlanguages must align their settings for Infl themeavay they align their
settings for Asp. Duk-Ho An suggests that casespbif ergativity could result from non-aligning paneter settings with
respect to Infl and Asp.
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(73) Parametric choice of Sub-event Relation No#esjlish, Halkomelem and Blackfoot

Clausal Sub-event Relation node AspP:

a. Temporal (JP) ® English
b. Locative (LogP) ® Halkomeleni®?
c. Participancy (Paf) ® Blackfoot

Now, if Blackfoot lacks a locus for a lower integpaible T feature, the lack of structural accusative
case in Blackfoot is expect&dThe lack of case-driven subject-to-object raigsee chapter 2,
footnote 11), is likewise expected. Now, in enteiteg the above proposal — that Blackfoot's strradtu
equivalent of TP encodes notions of participancy as opposed tpdaahnotions — the following

guestions can be asked:

i) If the person prefixes are instantiations of Bladifs higher Participant Phrase, are there
morphemes in Blackfoot that instantiate the proddewer Participant Phrase?

i) Are there morphological/syntactic/semantic consaqges for the proposal —i.e., is there
evidence that where English has a lower Tense EhBdackfoot has a lower Participant

Phrase?

| suggest that Blackfoot's direct/inverse morphearesnstantiations of the lower Participant Phrase
Note that these, like the person-prefixes thaeR& Wiltschko propose to be instances of the highe

Participant Phrase, encode distinctions of person:

% | focus here on Blackfoot and English, and ledesissue of whether Halkomelem, or other languagelste sub-events
via locations for further research.

3" Duk-Ho An brings up a valid point regarding whetbe not this is actually expected, as there arprowisions in place
to prevent Infl as LocP, or Infl as PartP from mayvinterpretable features that might check corredpm uninterpretable
features on nominals. Regarding Blackfoot and R&rtBn suggest two possible responses to thist, Fiassume that Infl
as PartP indeed has interpretable person feaustag Infl as TP has interpretable tense featlessume a possible
difference is that while tense features anéterpretableon English nominals (i.e., it is not possible tarknan English
nominal as being specified aspast]), thus requiring a Case feature-checkintesysperson features on Blackfoot
nominals are interpretable (i.e., it is possiblenark a Blackfoot nominal as being specified_aSpeechActParticipant]),
thusnotrequiring a feature-checking system. The secotidmfs that Blackfoot does have a feature-checkiyggem,
however that the different properties of Blackfodt as PartP results in this checking system loglgignificantly different
than what we are used to from temporally-driveniesys. See Bliss 2005, for relevant discussion.
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(74) Blackfoot's Direct/Inverse morphemes show @eidistinctions

Agent® 1 2 3 3

Patient (prox) | (obv)

1 -0OKi -ok -0k

2 -0 -ok -0k

3 (prox) -a -a -0k

3' (obv) -a -a -yii

0 (inan) -hp~-p | -hp~-p -m -m
— ~ ) %K—J

agent [+SAP] agent [-SAP]

(75) Direct/Inverse morphemes, collapsed accorthnghether the agent is SAP]

Actor/Participantl @ | [+SAP] [-SAP]
Participant2™
1 -oki -ok
2 -0 -ok
3 -a -ok
3' -a -yii
0 -hp, -'p -m

In the following section | look for further evidemthat these morphemes play the role of Rart
Blackfoot, paralleling their function to PesetskyT&rrego’s proposed role for, Th English. In
particular | look at the syntax of the lower parclause-structure - what is variously termed asnév
structure syntax, first-phase syntax (Ramchand R@03-syntax (Hale & Keyser 2002, Travis In
Prep). | compare and contrast how English and Béextkoehave in this domain, and argue that the
parallels and differences can be explained viarampeter that encodes whether sub-events in the

respective languages are related via temporal mgtior participancy notiofis
3.2 Parallels between English Jand Blackfoot Part,
3.2.1 First Attempt: Parallels between English T and Blackfoot Part,
Pesetsky & Torrego 2002 hypothesize that the semfamiction of T,P is to temporally relate

the vP sub-event to the VP sub-event (Pesetskyrgefo 2002:12). They equate the vP sub-event

with the predicate that denotes a process (whicbhdnces the agent argument), and the VP sub-event

¥ Ritter & Rosen have a paper on "Event StructumBlatkfoot,” however at the time of writing, | ot have access to it,
and cannot gauge how far my approach deviatestieirs, or indeed, if the approach taken here éneompatible with
the approach taken there.
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with the predicate denoting the completion of thecpss (this sub-event introduces the an additional

argument, which for now I've labeled 'patient'.)sTils represented in tabléq):

(76)

Category | Sub-Event encoded: Argument introduced
vP predicate denoting process agent

VP predicate denotingompletion of the process patient

What T,encodes, then, is the relation betweenpfteessassociated with the vP sub-event and the
completionassociated with the VP sub-event — i.e., it ens@@enantic properties like telicify
dynamicity’® or boundedness. While the use of terminology afihitions for the semantic notions
just mentioned are both numerous and contentiotisititerature, they all fall under the rubricvaat
is (also variously) termed in the literature asdakaspect (cf. Rothstein 2004) , inner aspectT&vis
1992), or situation aspect (cf. Smith 1997). Nb& by exhausting the parametric possibilities
encoded in the second column of the table abowe ~whether or not vP encodes a process, and

whether VP encodes an endpoint, one can derivelgnébur lexical aspectual clas$es

(77) To (Asp) encodes Relationship between vP and VP

4 kinds of verbs | process (associated with vP)|  endpb(associated with VP)
states - -
activities + -
accomplishments + +
achievements - +

9| assume a predicate is "telic" if the event deddiy the predicate shows a homomorphism, witheeisp the “part-of"
relation, to its "theme." For clarity, the follovgrdefinition is taken from Dowty 1991, p. 567: ¥is a part of y, then if a
telic predicate maps y (as Theme) onto eegittmust map x onto an event €', which is pam.tf

“0 Dynamicity is defined as "a movement from begigrio end" (Verkuyl 2001:369)

“1 See Travis (In prep) for a similar derivation afndler's aspectual classes via the properties eddmgithe event-internal
functional phrases. Verkuyl (1993) first argued tiandler's verb classes were decomposable acgptalithe parameters
[+ bounded] and_[€ontinuous]. See also Carlson (1981), Moens (1,98@¢ksema (1983) and Mourelatos (1978) for
different characterizations of the features thaivéethe four aspectual classes.
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(78) Examples of Vendler's four verb classes inlishg

State: know love possess

Activity: run, eat, swim,

Accomplishment: run a mile, eat a sandwich, draw a circle
Achievement: recognize, reachwin

The linguistic reality of Vendler's aspectual ckss observable in the fact that the different
verb classes have different distributional pattevite respect to certain constructions. For example
while activities and accomplishments are felicitouth progressive morphology, statives and

achievements cannot are not:

(79) Activities and Accomplishments are felicitough progressive morphology

Activities Accomplishments
a. lam runnng. b. lam runring a mile.
C. I am swimming. d. lam eaing a sandwich.

(80)  Statives and Achievemefftslon't appear with progressive morphology

Statives
# 1 am knowing the answer. a'. | know the answer.
b. # 1 am loving my bicycle. b'. | love my bicycle.

Achievements

C. # 1 am recognimg his face. c'. | recognize his face.

Another test used to determine the aspectual ofespredicate is whether or not the predicate is

felicitous with "for-" or "in-" adverbials. Thus vile activities are felicitous with "for-" adverbsland

“2 Note that when you say "l am winning the race'y's@not actually saying that the "winning" is BEstaneous, as with "I
am reaching the top," the "reaching" is not instaabus. When using these forms, the events arenpedby being
reanalyzed as accomplishments —i.e. as havingaegs sub-event, and the progressive targets tlcegs.
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infelicitous with "in-" adverbials; accomplishmeniattern in the opposite way, being felicitous with

"In-" adverbials but infelicitous with "for-" adviials:

(81)
Activities
| ranfor three hours. a'. #l rann three hours.
b. | swamfor three hours. b'. #1 swamn three hours.
Accomplishments
#| ran a mildor three hours. c'. | ran a milen three hours.
d. #| ate a sandwidor three hours. d | ate a sandwidn three hours.

Turning now to Blackfoot, if Pay® universally relates sub-events to each othepaiticipants,
one would expect PgR to encode a relation between the participantscaged with each sub-event —
i.e. to relate thagentto thepatient This is represented in tabl&2).

(82)

Category | Sub-Event encoded: Argument introduced
vP predicate denoting a process agent

VP predicate denoting completion of the process | patient

| have suggested that Blackfoot's direct/inversepimemes are instantiations of the Padad, and
indeed, recall from chapter 1 that the direct/iseamorphemes act together with the person preiiixes

order to indicate who is acting on who — i.e., thlationship between the participants:

(83)

a. nitsinowna oma nina
nit-ino-a om-wa ninaa
1-see.vtaBIR DEM-3 man
“l saw the man”

3 A question raised by Duk-Ho An is where elementhsasoma ninadthat man’ fit into the syntactic clause structure.
assume, following Glougie 2000, that overt DPs ftkat man’oma ninaapeing optional, are adjuncts that are introduced
high in the clause structure. Thus | assume somgtiong the lines of Jelinek 1984’s Pronominalkngnt Hypothesis,
such that argument positions are satisfied noteytdPs, but via obligatory pronominal agreeméitits.
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o
S

itsinok oma ninaa

it-ino-ok om-wa ninaa

>

1l-see.vtanv DEM-3 man

“The man saw me”

Thus while the first-person prefiit- in both a) and b) indicates that a first personvslved in the
relevant event, it does not indicate whether tret ferson is the one acting, or the one beinglacte
upon. It is only in combination with the direct/erge morphemesa and—okin a) and b) respectively

that the first-person prefix can be interpretethasseeer in a) and the seeein b).

Note also that if you exhaust the parametric pdgs!s, according to the information provided
in column three of the above table 82] — i.e., whether or not vP introduces an aniraeg@ment, and
whether or not VP introduces an animate argumdogrBfield's (1946) well-known four-way
morphological distinction for Algonquian verb steoa be derived:

(84) Part2 encodes Relationship between vP arfd VP

4 kinds of verbs external (animate) argument Single (animate) argument
(associated with vP) (associated with VP)

I - -

Al - +

Tl + -

TA + +

(85) Examples of the four verb classes in Blackfoot

Il (Inanimate Intransitive): iiyiko 'be difficult’

Al (Animate Intransitive): iiyikoosi 'be difficult’

Tl (Transitive Inanimate): iiyiki'tsi find (it, inanimate) difficult’

TA (Transitive Animate): iiyikimm find (it, an., him/her/you/me) difficult'

“*4 Note that this table indicates that only animatens can appear as the external arguments intix@neérbs. This is in
fact the case, as mentioned later in section 3.2Cnly grammatically animate nouns (in fact, asgilof animate nouns —
sentient (real-world animate) nouns) can be theraat arguments of transitive verbs in Blackfoot.

61



62

Like the English aspectual classes, proof thatfthus-way classification is a linguistic reality
can be seen in how the different verb classesaateavith certain morphosyntactic constructions. For
instance, in Blackfoot, only predicates that argphologically Al and 1l (intransitive) can take pan
the causative and accompaniment constructions ttFi®91:102, 106). Thus where the English
aspectual classes are sensitiveetoporalelements, such as progressive morphology, and "for
introduceparticipants(both the causative and accompaniment morphenuwunte an extra argument,

or extra participant in the relevant predicate)

The skeptical reader might question the above lghrahd be suspicious of why | need to
invoke the animacy of arguments being introducearder to get the correct verb classifications. |
agree that the parallel is weakened in this wagwadver | suggest that this animacy parameter is
actually parallel to the English paradigm, if theglish paradigm is slightly reformulated. In thexne
section, | revise the formalization of the paraialadigms between English and Blackfoot. While |
still argue that sub-events are relateohporallyin English, | suggest that this is done via the
temporalaspectuabrguments introduced — i.e, whethenamATOR argument is introduced by vP,
and/or whether mEAsurReargument (cf. incremental theme, Dowty 1991, Teh®94) is introduced
by VP. This modification is represented in tat86)(

(86) English Verb Classes — Modified for Aspectai@uments

4 kinds of verbs INITIATOR, introduced (associated | MEASURE —count, introduced
with vP) (associated with VP)

states - -

activities + -

accomplishments + +

achievements - +

With this reformulation, the English paradigm regsia similar appeal to the morphosyntactic
properties of the arguments introduced — in padicuvhether the argument introduced is mass/count

and singular/plural. Recall from above that anwgtithat takes a direct object becomes an
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accomplishment: whermatis an activity,eat a sandwicls an accomplishmentiowever, this only
holds true if the direct object is a count nounthéd direct object is a mass noun, or a bare plasain
eat ice-creamor eat chickensthe predicate is still interpreted as an actifiigarns 2000:220-221).

(87)
Activity

a. | atefor three hours. a'. #l aten three hours.
Accomplishment

b. #| ate a sandwiclor three hours. b'. | ate a sandwicim three hours.
Activity

C. | ate ice-crearfor three hours. c'. #l ate ice-creanm three hours.

d. | ate chicken$or three hours. d". #l ate chickenm three hours.

In this way then, a parameter based on the animofitye arguments being introduced in
Blackfoot is parallel to a parameter based on thssitount property of the arguments being
introduced in English. In the next section | elaterfurther on these aspectual rolesvofiATor and
MEASURE, and continue the comparison/contrast between Bdatkind English sub-event relations.

3.2.2 Second Pass: Event Structure in English andd&kfoot

Even with the proliferation of functional projeat® within the past 30 years, a standard
assumption in current theory is that clausal stmgctan be roughly broken down into three domains
(cf. Grohmann 2000's "prolific domains,” ElouazzViltschko 2006.) These three domains
correspond to the original clause structure propdseChomsky 1986: VP-IP-CP. Each domain is
associated with a different level of representatibe VP-domain, or thematic-domain, encodes
thematic roles; the IP-domain, or grammatical/agre@-domain, encodes grammatical properties like
Case and agreement; and the CP-domain, or disedarsain, encodes discourse roles like topic and

focus.

This is schematized below iB88):
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(88)
VP IP (AgrS, AgrO) CP
Thematic Role® Grammatical Role® Discourse Roles
(agent, patient) (subject, object) (topic, focus)
%K—J

Event Structure

The domain of interest for this section is the fstreicture of the VP — variously known in different
works as "event structure,” "first-phase-syntaxarfiRhand 2003), or "l-syntax" (cf. Hale & Keyser
2002, Travis In Prep). This is the level of repreagon that in the GB framework encoded lexical
semantic roles like agent, theme, goal, etc., aasl subject to constraints and linking criteria sagh

the Theta-Criterion (cf. Chomsky 1981) and the bimif Theta-Assignment Hypothesis (UTAH, Baker
1988). What is relevant for the following discussis UTAH, which is defined below ir89):

(89) Uniform Theta-Assignment Hypothesis

Identical thematic relationships between prediated their arguments are represented

by identical structural relationships when items sierged.

(Baker 1988, definition taken from Adger 2003:138)

The idea that specific thematic roles are assatiatth specific syntactic configurations while
theoretically elegant, is problematic empiricaDative alternation verbs, psych prediciteand

spray-load alternations all appear to be exceptiotise rule:

(90)
Horror movies frighten Mélissa.

Miwako fearshorror-movies.

Ewan kicked the volleybatb Michelle
d. Ewan kickedMichelle the volleyball

5| do not address psych predicates in this work.
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e. Ailis stuffedthe pillow with the feathers (in two hours)

-

Ailis stuffedthe feathersinto the pillow (in two hours)

Mark loadedhe wagonwith the hay (in two hours)

5 Q@

Mark loadedhe hay on the wagon (in two hours)

The examples above are problematic for UTAH in thappears that elements with the same thematic
properties not always generated in the same synfaasitions. Thus wherthe pillow(90)e) is the
direct objectthe pillowis introduced in a prepositional phrase90)(), despite the fact that they play

the same thematic role.

Several researchers thus set about to reformuilateetevant semantic properties encoded in
deep/event structure, in order to account for tleblematic phenomena. Among others, Tenny 1994
suggests that while thematic roles are encodedrgerably in the lexicon, they do not play a rolethvi
respect to linking to syntactic arguments. Her psap, the Aspectual-Interface Hypothesis, is
predicated on the concept that while semantic ratesnapped onto syntactic arguments, the relevant
semantic properties aespectual not thematic, properties. She thus defines aspknatles like
"measure"” and "terminus” which roughly correspamthe former thematic roles "theme" and "goal.”
Further work on event structure has resulted ghdly different variations of terminology and
frameworks (cf. Borer 2005's "originator" and "sedijof-quantity.”) For my purposes, | loosely adopt
the framework of Ramchand 2003. Hence, | assuntdlibee are three aspectual roles, corresponding
roughly to the former thematic roles @fGENT," "THEME" and 'GOAL" — these aspectual roles are that
of an 'INITIATOR," "MEASURE" and 'RESULTEE" In the next few subsections | briefly demong&radme
of the reasons for adopting an aspectual appr@ascbpposed to a thematic approach, with respect to
argument-linking in the VP-domain of English. | befrst with the benefits of assuming that the
semantic role associated with an external arguisdrgtter formalized as an aspectn@fIATOR as
opposed to a thematGENT.

3.2.2.1 External Arguments: Agents or Initiators?

In English, an external arguments associated wWitlsan be a volitional ageff()a, b), an

instrument 91)c, d) as well as an abstract cause or so@ie (f):
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(91)
a) John broke the window
b) John built that house.

C) That hammer broke the window.

d) The videotape from the secret camera demondtthgéetruth of the matter.
e) The storm broke the window.

f) John's money built that house. (Ramchand &)03:

Whether these should all be unified under the oubrithe thematic roleAGENT" is questionable —

after all, hammers, videotapes, storms and moneayotiseem particularly agentive. The question, then
is whether there is a common semantic propertyceestsal with the external argument. Ramchand
2003, among others, argues that what all of thetsreal arguments share is that they are
"INITIATORS," (cf. Borer's "originator)— i.e., it is a tempbtespectual property — the temporal property
of having begun or initiated the event - whichnigortant for syntactic linking purposes. An impaotta
thing to keep in mind is th&lITIATOR in this context refers to a purely temporal roldaus any

agentive meaning colloquially associated with tleedanitiator must be detached from the theoretical
term. Thus a videotape, while perhaps not beingpgoially thought of as an initiator, can nonetissle

be anINITIATOR in that it (or its contents) can be attributedhwdefining the point in time at which an

event was put into motion.

Note, however, that in Blackfoot, external argursergn only be volitional agents (Frantz
1991:45).

(92) ikahksinimayi
ikahsinim-wa-ayi
cut.vti-3>0-3-DTP
"He cut it off"
(Frantz & Russell 1989:34)
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(93)

a) *oma isttodna ikaksima  annistsi ikkstsiksiistsi
om-wa isstoan-wa  ikaksimt+wa ann-istsi ikkstsiksi-istsi
dem-3 knife-3 cut.vid>0-3 DEM-OPL branch-@L

Target: "That knife cut off those branches"

b) oma isttoana iiht sikahksinipi annistsi ikkstsiksiistsi
om-wa isttoan-wa iiht-ikahksinip-yi ann-istsi ikkstsiksii-istsi
DEM-3 knife-3 meanscut.vti-21-3' DEM-0PL branch-@L

"That knife cut off those branches"
(lit. By means of the knife, the branches wereatit
(Frantz 1991:45)

(92) shows how the veikahksini‘cut (T1) normally inflects for a third-person agie subject acting

on an inanimate object — it takes the direct/ineensffix—n"®. Note now that a corresponding
sentence which takes the animate-gender, but nenti@g nominaloma isttoand(demonstrative)

knife" as its logical subject instead cannot infliecthe same manne®3). In order to convey the
meaning of "The knife cut off those branches" iadkfoot, one must use the unspecified construction,
as indicated by the direct/inverse suffip’’ and indicate the knife's role via a means/instntme

linking prefixiiht (Frantz 1991:44).

“® The morpheme glossed as DTP refers a "distiict frerson” pronoun. Frantz states that it is usety when there is
another third person in the immediate context, ¢fiomot necessarily in the same sentence.” (Fr&91:48). | have found
this element to be difficult to elicit in elicitath-contexts; it seems quite discourse-sensitive.

*" This morpheme-'p shows syncretism between indicating first-persiomab inclusive, and an unspecified subject:

(@ ik nii'pi mistsi ksikkok waistsi
ik nii-'p-yi om-istsi ksikk-okoowa-istsi
take.down.vti21-3' DEM-OPL white-housedPL

"Those tents were taken down (lit. Unspecifieckttdmse tents down)" (Frantz 1991:44)
(i) aaksikoniipa oyisi

aak-ikooniisp-wa 0-yisi

FUT-take.down.vti21-3 3-lodge

"We,, will take down his lodge" (Frantz 1991:44)
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This shows that while it can be argued that iséneporalproperties of the external argument
that are important for English argument linkingBlackfoot it appears that a propertyagfency or

participancy,is more important.

3.2.2.2 Internal Arguments: Themes or Event-Measuis?

In this section | go over the benefits for assunthrgg the semantic properties of internal
arguments in English are better accounted for aitlaspectual, as opposed to thematic, analysis. In
particular, | go over the reasons for formalizihg semantic properties of the internal argumeiinas

eventMEASURE, as opposed to aHEME."

Recall the problem associated with spray/load @étions:

(94)
a) Aillis stuffedthe pillow with the feathers (in two hours)

b) Aillis stuffedthe feathersinto the pillow (in two hours)

Spray/load alternations are problematic for UTAHhRat it appears that elements with the same
thematic properties are not always generated isdhee syntactic positions - whehe pillow(94)a))
is the direct objecthe pillowis introduced in a prepositional phraseda)b)), despite the fact that
they play the same thematic role. Tenny (1987)esdhat the difference betwed#ja)) and 94)b))
lies in their aspectual delimitedness - more speadly, in which NP "measures out the event” (sse a
Dowty 1991, which builds on Krifka 1989 — Tennytgtion of a MEASURE' is comparable to his
notion of an "incremental theme") Thus white pillowacts to measure out the event34)d)), the
feathers acts to measure out the event34)p)). This notion of "measuring out an event" can be
illustrated as follows. First, assume that eventesfigates can be broken down into parts —i.e.,
events/predicates have temporal sub-structureiddabehind an event-measure is that the sub-
structure of the event/predicate is structurallsaflal to the sub-structure of the entity actinglas
event-measure. Také4)b)) as our example. Before the event denoted bpribdicate begins, you

have a full supply of feathers, and an entire et@bmplete:
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(95) Stage 1: Full "Event gauge” and "Feather gauge

As the event progresses, feathers get stuffedepillow, and the supply of feathers decreases.

(96) Arbitrary Stage 2: "Event gauge" and "Featjarge" are ¥ full

This continues on; the amount of feathers left @emreases in tandem with the amount of event left
over to complete, and only when the supply of feeghs half-used can | say that | am half-done

“stuffing the feathers into the pillow.”

(97) Arbitrary Stage 3: "Event gauge" and "Featjarge" are Y2 full

(98) Arbitrary Stage 4: "Event gauge" and "Feathenge" are ¥ full
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This continues until the supply of feathers hasaut) at which point the event is considered coteple

or finished. In this way, "the feathers" can bensag "measuring out" the event.

(94)a)), on the other hand, measures out the eviémt'tive pillow." In this case, before the

event begins, you have a completely empty pillod an entire event to complete.

(99) "Event Gauge" and "Pillow Gauge"

As the pillow-stuffing ensues, the amount of emgygice in the pillow decreases, in tandem with the
amount of event left over to complete. Only whea pillow is half-ful (and half-empty) can | say tHa
am half-done “stuffing the pillow with feathers.hiB continues until the amount of empty space én th
pillow has dwindled to nothing — i.e., the pillos/full, at which point the event is considered ctete

or finished.

By distinguishing 94)a)) and 94)b)) (repeated ad4@0)a)) and100)b)) according to which NP
acts as theMEASURE," you predict different entailments. If "the pMd acts as theMEASURE" in
94)a)) it entails that the pillow be completelydd by the end of the two hours (however you careha
leftover feathers). If "the feathers" acts as mMeASURE" in (100)b)), you entail that the supply of
feathers has completely run out by the end ofwlteltours (but you can still have empty space in the
pillow). The following data suggests that thishe tase -94)a)) and 100)b)) have different
entailments with respect to whether or not theopills full, and whether or not the supply of feathis

gone:

(100)
a) Aillis stuffedthe pillow with the feathers in two hours

(#but the pillow wasn't full)
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b) Ailis stuffedthe feathersinto the pillow in two hours

(but the pillow wasn't full)

C) Ailis stuffedthe pillow with the feathers in two hours

(but there were still feathers left over)

d) Ailis stuffedthe feathersinto the pillow in two hours

(#but there were still feathers left over)

Thus the incompatibility of the spray/load alteroas with UTAH can be dealt with if the internal
argument (that is not introduced by a prepositisrtharacterized according to its temporal, asctu

properties — i.e. as an eveRiEASURE."

Note, however, that in Blackfoot, these types obgalon't alternate — the direct/inverse marker

always indicates the same argument.

(101)Context: My sister has her head stuck in betweerb#nister railings.

a) nitoohtohpuua ana niisis iihtaisstsikahkimo'pi
nit-ooht-ohpoora an-wa n-iisis iiht-a-isstsikahkimo-'p-yi
1-means-greasda-DIR (1/2>3) DEM-3 1-sister means#PF-spread.vti-21-0

"l rubbed my sister with butter.”

b) nito htohpuadm ithtaisstsikahkimo'pi ana niisis
nit-ooht-ohpoora iiht-a-isstsikahkimo-'p-yi an-wa n-iisis 1-
means-greaséda- DIR(loc>3) meansmpPF-spread.vti-21-0DEM-3 1-sister "l used butter

to rub my sister with"
Target: | rubbed butter on my sister
(Elicited 2007-12-18)
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In both 01))) and 101))), the direct/inverse marker on the verb indisdbee animate third-person
"sister" as opposed to the inanimate "butter.théf verb agreed with the inanimate argument, we
would expect the verb would take the Tl foofmpoonias opposed to the Téhpoonaand the
direct/inverse marker would take the fortmp ~ —'p. Note that even when the Tl form of the verb is
used, the relevant inanimate argument still appealoge the thing that is greased, not what is being

used as grease:

(102) iihp nima matsikiistsi
li-ohpooni-m-wa matsiki-istsi
?-grease.vti-3>0-3 shoe0
"He oiled his shoes" (Frantz & Russell 1998)14

This shows that unlike English, the argument inigiddby the direct/inverse marker does not appear to

co-vary according to aspectual/temporal properties.

The question that then arises is: what semandipesties is argument-linking in Blackfoot is
sensitive to? If, as | have argued, event rolddlackfoot encode a notion of participancy, we expec
that argument linking in Blackfoot would be sengtto notions of participancy. We saw above that
the introduction of the external argument in Blackfappears restricted to encoding agency/volition
the external argument in Blackfoot, unlike Englisan be uncontroversially characterized agsG&ENT,
a willing, volitional participant. The remaining gstion is what semantic properties the internal
argument is associated with. A first guess mightobfellow a system of thematic roles and term the
internal argument asrATIENT. However, this characterization is problematibie-$econd argument
indicated on a Blackfoot transitive verbal comphekjle sometimes indicating a "patient”-like
argument, shows a discernible preference for ititiga volitional sentient participant. For example
in verbs of transfer, the verb always indicatesrdagpient, not the item of transfer. Consider the

following dictionary entry fogive

(103)
ohkot vta; give (something) to; kotsisa! give (it) to hirdhkohkotsiiwa she will give it to him;
iihkotsiiwa he gave it to her; nitohkokka she gvme; notohkotawa | gave to her; iihkotddwa
he was given (s.t.).

(Frantz & Russell 1989:142)
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(104)
a. nitohkokka
nit-ohkot-ok-wa
1-give.vta3>1/23
"She gave (something) to ffe

b. aakohkotswa
aak-ohkotyii-wa
FUT-give.vta3>3'-3

"She will give it to him."

(Frantz & Russell 1989:142)

The inflectional pattern of the verb can be seefi@#)a) — note that if (34)) was indicating the object
of transfer as opposed to the recipient, we woxftket a Tl form (which is unattested in the
dictionary), and themdirect/inverse marker which indicates an inaninaatpiment with a third
person actor. Instead, however, we get the TA fasrgiven, and theyii direct/inverse marker, which
indicates the sentient recipient.

Likewise, in benefactive constructions, the ben@fads always the one indicated on the verb. Below
the verb inflects for the first-person benefactag opposed to the third-person baby that is thiedd

object of the verlsUCKLE/NURSE

(105)

nitsstaahkahtowka nitsssitsimaani
nit-sstaahkaht-omo:k-wa nit-ssitsimaan-yi
1-suckle.vrt-ben.vtany -3 1-baby-3'

"Shenursed my baby fane.” (Frantz 1991:105)

8 This example shows a regular phonological proeésrespect to the inverse marker: t + okokk (Frantz 1991:
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The accompaniment construction is another instariere the second argument indicated by
the verbal morphology does not indicate a partitylgpatientive” argument. When the
accompaniment morpheme attaches to an intransiéit#®, another argument is introduced, where
this newly introduced argument is understood afopaing the action denoted by the predicate along
with the original argument. When this morphemedhits, the verb morphologically inflects as if

transitive, and it is the accompanier who is intkdaas the second argument by the verbal morphology

(106)
a) nitana iihpoka'po'takiinniwa nohkyi
n-itAn-wa lihpok-a'potaki-:ngH-wa n-ohko-yi
1-daughter-3 with-work.vai-acc.viar (3>31)-3 1-son-3'
"My daughter worked witmy son'
b) nitohpokohto'tooraw

n
nit-ohpok-oht-o'too-:na:-wa
1-w/-source-arrive.vai-acc.viaR (1>3)-3

ama nitohkiimaana omahkoyisi
am-wa nit-ohkiimaan-wa omahk-oyiS-yi
DEM-3s 1-wife-3 big-lodge-0

"l arrived from Edmonton witimy wife"
(Frantz 1991:106)

While 1 do not claim to have clearly characterizled semantic properties associated with Blackfoot's
internal argument, as there is still much work écdone, | believe that the facts above hint towards
analysis where the relevant semantic property &ssacwith the internal argumentatso one of

participancy, where indicating the more active piaticipant is preferred by the grammar.

Note that if it is the case that Blackfoot's VRA¥@0n encodes participant roles as opposed to

aspectual roles, you predict a difference betwheranguages with respect to reflexive construstion

9 Recall, in fact, that the accompaniment morpheareanly attach to morphologically intransitive verb
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Whereas in English a reflexive construction woutdelipected to encode two arguments — both an
INITIATOR, and aVMEASURE, as the event denoted has both a beginning pemak thus has anNITIATOR),
and can be measured out (and thus can ha sURE), in Blackfoot, reflexive constructions should
only encode one argument, as there is really onéyparticipant involved in a reflexive construction
This is in fact the case — in Blackfoot, reflexa@nstructions inflect as if they are intransitive,

indicating only one argument:

(107)
isskonakathsiwa
i-sskonakab:hsi-wa
?-shoot.vtaefl.vai-3
"He shot himself" (Frantz 1991:107)

Note the difference with respect to the Englisingtation in (07), where bothe andhimselfindicate
arguments -heindicating thanITIATOR role andhimselfplaying the role of the evemeASURE ™!

3.2.2.3 Interim Summary

To summarize to this point, in this section | hauggested that Ritter & Wiltschko (2005)'s
proposal can be extended from the IP domain t&/th€omain. This means that where Ritter &
Wiltschko propose that English and Blackfoot diffecording to the manner in which events are
related to utterances — via temporal notions inliEh@nd via notions of person/participancy in
Blackfoot, | propose that English and Blackfootadiffer in the manner in which sub-events are

related to each other. Specifically, | suggest Wiagre English relates the VP and vP sub-events to

% Viewing himselfas an event measure is not as straightforwardesftmer examples with pillows and feathers, haavev
himselfcan easily be thought of as an event measure thafigs indicating the end of the path that thiéebwill follow.

In this wayhimselfdefines the gauge with which the event is measured

51 Having addressed the internal argument that isntiiduced by a preposition, the next questionstovaould be how to
aspectually characterize the internal argumentsattgaintroduced by prepositions. Tenny (1994) Rachchand (2003)
provide arguments as to why these arguments sleuttharacterized with the aspectual property afdai"terminus” or
"resultee.” For my purposes, however, | abstraetyafnom this matter as Blackfoot's morphologicalvelasses only make
distinction with respect to two arguments, correstiog roughly to one external argument, and orerirati argument. The
Blackfoot verbal complex likewise only has systembaead-marking to indicate two arguments — theg@eprefixes and
the direct/inverse markers,51 so although ditravgsjiredicates are possible, they do not differghofogically from
monotransitives. As | have not yet devised metladdesting the semantic properties of DP/NPs thathat systematically
indicated on the verbal complex, | (admittedly adgily) declare them to be outside of the scopthisf paper.
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each other via temporal notions, Blackfoot relabesVP and vP sub-events to each other via notions
of person/participancy. As for how this is implertesh) | suggest that the separate sub-events
associated with separate functional phrases will@nvP-domain, are related according to the semanti
properties of the arguments introduced by eachtimmal phrase. For English, the relevant semantic
properties for the arguments introduced are tenMasgzectual, but for Blackfoot, the relevant serntant
properties for the arguments introduced are prageedf participancy/agency. | argue that by adaptin
the proposal above, one can derive the well-knogrb ¢lasses —i.e., Vendler's aspectual verb dasse
with respect to English, and Bloomfield's II/AI/T verb classes with respect to Blackfoot. And just
as the English verb classes are sensitive to tamatical properties of the argument introduce@ + i
whether the argument introduced by VP is mass, tc@lural, etc., Blackfoot verb classes are serssiti
to the grammatical properties of the argument thiced — i.e., whether the argument introduced by
VP is animate or inanimate. In the following sestlgo through some syntactic and semantic
consequences for my proposal, but first | will taketep back to try and get a look at the genestiadf
| am trying to sketch. The picture emerging frora #ibove proposal can be schematized ak08)(

(108) Schematic of UG’s parametric role-assignnmembajor syntactic domains

Univeral Grammar:

VP IP CP

Event Roles ® Grammatical Roles ® Discourse Roles
English:

VP (temporal) IP (temporal) CP (?)
Aspectual Roles ® Case Roles ® Discourse Roles
(initiator, measure) (subje@iv, objechcc) (topic, focus)
Blackfoot:

VP (participancy) IP(participancy) CP(?)

Event Participant Roles  ® Utt. Participant Roles® Discourse Roles
(particl, partic2) (+SAP, -SAP) (topic?, focus?
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The idea is that clause-structure in natural lagguaiversally breaks down into three main
domains — VP, IP and CP, and that for each of tHes@ains, roles must be assigned to arguments. .
For the VP-domain, event-roles must be encoded iSlsomparable to the GB notion of thematic
roles likeAGENT, THEME, GOAL, etc. In the IP-domain, grammatical roles mus¢mheoded.
Grammatical roles correspond to the notions ofjestthand ‘object,” where ‘subject’ is defined as a
nominal that bears structural nominative case,'@pjgct’ defined as an nominal that bears strudtura
accusative case. As for the CP-domain, this igltmeain where discourse roles like ‘topic’ and ‘feGu
(however defined), are encoded. This much is net fide innovation lies in adopting and extending
the proposal of Ritter & Wiltschko 2005, such ttre way in which a language manifests these roles
in each syntactic domain can differ parametricallfnus in the VP-domain of English, event/thematic
roles are cast temporally as aspectabds. Likewise, if we follow Pesetsky & Torrego@0in
assuming that Case is uninterpretable tense oheb,ih the IP-domain of English, grammatical roles
can also be cast temporally as Case roles. Blagtkioahe other hand, | argue, casts its VP-domain
event roles according to a notion of participareygoding event participant roles. And followingtBit
& Wiltschko 2005, | argue that Blackfoot's IP-domaiso casts its grammatical roles according to a

notion of participancy, encoding distinctions oésph-act-participancy.

As a note, Ritter & Wiltschko (in prep.) have als@gested that the direct/inverse markers are
a person-oriented parallel to aspect — however pinegose that the direct/inverse markers instantiat
person-oriented version oliteraspect, in contrast to my proposal that the diraerse markers are a
person-oriented parallel ofner aspect. For my purposes, | follow Dunham (20079 wigues the
temporal notions of perfectivity and imperfectiviiye obligatory marked in Blackfddt This becomes
relevant for the following section, where | addramsplications for the proposal sketched above.

3.3 Some Implications for the Analysis

In this section | address implications for theabproposal. | address first some syntactic
implications that are related to the unaccusativergative distinction. | then address some semantic
implications, with respect to the unaccusative/gatyve distinction, as well as with respect to

Blackfoot's "paratransitives"” or "pseudointrangsy'

%2 Another relevant note is that Ritter & Rosen hewitten a paper on Blackfoot event structure. Unfoately, at this
point in writing | do not have access to this papéid thus cannot assess the degree to which rppgats for Blackfoot
event structure are in tune with, or contradictorytheir proposal.
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3.3.1 The Unaccusative/Unergative Distinction

Recall the table summarizing how one could dettieell/Al/TI/TA distinction in Blackfoot.

(109) Part2 encodes Relationship between vP and VP

4 kinds of verbs external (animate) argument single (animate) argument
(associated with vP) (associated with VP)

Il 5 5

Al - +

TI + -

TA + +

Notice that according to this table, the subjettllantransitive verbs is introduced within VPhi§
predicts, therefore, that all intransitive verb$in are 'unaccusative' in the syntactic sensetiited in
(110)a)).

(110)

a) Unaccusative: vp V NP]

b)  Unergative: NP [V )

The question, then, is whether there is any evigéoicthis. That is, is there any evidence for an
unaccusative/unergative distinction in Blackfoat2He following subsections | look at diagnostias f
the unergative/unaccusative distinction in Blackf&@hile the evidence if not conclusive, it is east

suggestive of the notion that Blackfoot lacks atagtic unaccusative/unergative distinction.

3.3.1.1 Unaccusative/Unergative Distinction: Restrtions on Lexical Causatives

The first diagnostic | address is that of lexicalisatives. | assume, following Travis (In

Prep:193) that causatives can be divided into tifferdnt categories; lexical causatives and progact
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(syntactic) causativé$ The relevant difference for our purposes is tiaite lexical causatives are
idiosyncratic and non-productive, syntactic cawgatiare regular and productive. Specifically, while
lexical causatives are restricted to applying tatagtically unaccusative verbs, productive causativ
hold no such restricticfi English has both types; Travis offers the zenssative as a lexical causative
and themakeeausative as an instance of a productive/syntaatisative. The motivation for this

classification can be seen in the following data:

(111)
a) The water boiled
b) Marvin boiled the water
C) The meat froze
d) Marvin froze the meat

e) The child laughed
f) *Marvin laughed the child.
g. Marvin made the child laugh.

h. Marvin made Oliver freeze the meat.

While the unaccusative verbs in (a) and (c) caretgmmthe zero-causative as shown in (b) and (d),
unergative verbs cannot, as shown in (f). The olafg) and (h) show that the productive/syntactic
makeeausative is under no such restriction, being ehégpply both to unergative and to transitive
verbs. Under the assumption thatical causatives are an instance of little v (cf. Hal&&yser 1993,
Chomsky 1995), and further assuming that unergaf&ed transitives) already have a little v that
introduces their single (external) argument, thgsrihutional restriction with respect to lexical
causatives and unergatives is unsurprising — thiedkzero-causative competes for the same synotacti
position as the little v that unergatives are iendy associated with Note, however, that if Blackfoot
intransitives are all syntactically unaccusativassproposed above, this makes a prediction. Namely,
because alhtransitives in Blackfoot lack a little v projeeti, having their single arguments introduced

in VP, all intransitives in Blackfoot should be altb combine with a little v lexical causative. \I¢hli

%3 According to Travis (In Prep), the general framenadopted here, the formal difference betweenetitasisatives is that
the lexical causative is introduced in I-syntaxjlevthe productive causative is introduced in stayn

** Travis draws on evidence from Malagasy and Tagalagotivate this distinction; thus this is notEmnglish-internal
diagnostic.

% I'm ignoring the possibility of multiple little vistroducing multiple external arguments.
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have not done exhaustive testing, this does apipdae the case. In Blackfoot the only restriction o
the causative-finalsattsi and -pi is that they attach tmorphologicallyintransitiveverbs (Frantz
1991:102%°. This can be seen by the datainZ) — both causative morphemes can apply to what w
might expect to be "unergatives” likkska'sirun'in (L12)b)), andhpiyi 'dance’ in112)d)):

(112)
a) kits 'kéattsaayaawa
kit-lo'’kaadttsi-a:-yaawa
2-sleep.vacaus.vtaDIR(1/2>3)-3L

"You put them to sleep.”

b) nita kska'sipi ooka
nit-a-okska'sipi-o:k-wa
14MPF-run.vaicaus.vtainv-3

"He makes me run."

C) kitso'kagiaayaawa
kit-lo'kaaipi-a:-yaawa
1-sleep.vacaus.vtabDIR(1/2>3)-3FL

"You put them to sleep.”

d) nitsspigttsaawa nitana
nit-inpiyi-attsi-a:-wa n-itan-wa

1-dance.vagaus.vtabDIR(1/2>3)-3 1-daughter-3
"I made my daughter dance" (Frantz 1991:103)

Assuming that the causative morphenpésndattsi are instances of little v, the fact that they can
occur with semantically unergative verbs likpiyi ‘danceandokska'sirun' is unsurprising if all
intransitive verbs in Blackfoot are syntacticallyaccusative — i.e., if these semantically unergativ

verbs are not inherently associated with a littfgejection. Note that dapi andattsiare restricted to

%% | am not certain as to what the difference betwieercausative finals are. Note, however, that bothese appear able
to attach to the same verb — in &isi attaches tdo'kaa, 'sleep,’ and in (dpi attaches to the same verb.
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applying to intransitive verbs, they cannot be gred as productive causatives like the Engligtke-

construction.
3.3.1.2 Unaccusative/Unergative Distinction: The Tie/Atelic Distinction

The second diagnostic | turn to is semantic onewty's Correlations. Dowty's correlations
boil down to the observation that the unaccusativergative distinction often maps onto the
telic/atelic distinction.

(113) Dowty's Correlations (Dowty 1991, as cited@orer 2005:35)

Agentive,Atelic: definitelyunergative

Non-Agentive,Telic: definitelyunaccusative
Thus an unergative predicate is associated witfautt atelic reading, and an unaccusative preglicat
is associated with a default telic reading. Thisaation can be exemplified in the following d&tam

Hebrew and ltalian.

(114) The correlation of unergative-atelicity andhacusative-telicity

Hebrew
a) ha.praxim nahu le-Rani/li
the.flowers  wilted to-rani/me
"Rani's/my flowers wilted"
b) ha.praxim  nalu lahem
the.flowers  wilted to.them
"The flowers were wilting (implies self-directadbtion)”
ltalian
C) Gianni ha Corso
Gianni has  run
d) Gianni e corso a casa
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Gianni is run to home
(Borer 2005:32)

In (a)) the Hebrew verbhabal "wilt" is interpreted as both unaccusative anitiéh (b) the exact same
verb is interpreted as both unergative and at8iiilarly, in (c), the Italian verborrere"run," is
interpreted as atelic, and it takes the unergativaliary avere"have". In (d) the same verb with the
introduction of a telicity-inducing endpoint, is@mpreted as telic, and it takes the unaccusative

auxiliary essere’be".

This correlation, while robust, is not perfect. le@ample, several researchers map the
unaccusative/unergative distinction onto notionswder aspect, as opposed to inner aspect —i.e.,
unaccusativity correlating with perfectivity, inateof telicity (cf. Aljovi 2000). The relationship
between the two kinds of aspect is not new - fetance, the Imperfective Paradox has long been used
as a standard diagnostic for telicity. Likewisg¢haligh correlations between the nominal domain and
event domain are often couched in terms of innpeetsand telicity — i.e., the count-telic/massiatel
correlation (cf. Verkuyl 1972, Dowty 1972), in soma@guages, notably Slavic languages, it is a
perfective/imperfective distinction that maps oatcount/mass distinction. Yet another relationship
between the two kinds of aspect is formalized ilnBameyer & Swift (2004), who argue that the

default viewpoint aspect (perfective/imperfectiieyletermined by the telicity of the predicate.

Taking the above generalizations into account, gredicts that if all intransitive verbs in
Blackfoot are syntactically unaccusative, thenrtdefault semantic interpretation will be assodate
with some kind of telicity, or perfectivity. Therg evidence supporting this - Reis-Silva & Matthews
(2007) argue that all Blackfoot eventives unmarka@dsziewpoint aspect (i.e., overt imperfectivityea

interpreted aperfective

(31)
a. nitsskiita b. nitaihkiita
nit-ihkiita 1- nit-a-ihkiita
cook.vai 1-MPF-cook.vali
‘I am cooking.’ IMPF =‘l am cooking.’
=l cooked.’ PERF = ‘I was cooking.’
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(32)
a. oma pita ipaawani b. oma pita aipaawani
oma piitaa ipaawani oma piitaa &-ipaawani
3DEM eagle fly.up.vai DEM eagle IMPF-fly.up.vai
‘That eagle is flying up.” IMPF = ‘That eagle is flying up.’
= ‘That eagle flew up.” PERF = ‘That eagle was flying up.’
(33)
a. nitsikooysskaa b. nitaokooysskaa nit-a-
nit-ii-okooyi-hkaa okooyi-hkaa
1-?-house-acquire 1-mMPF -house-acquire
‘I am building a house.” IMPF =l am building a house.’
='| built a house.’ PERF =l was building a house.’

(Reis-Silva & Matthewson 2007:3-4)

It should be noted that Reis-Silva & Matthewsonuarthat this is éensedistinction. They argue,
contra Ritter & Wiltschko (2004, 2005) that Blac&fdas obligatory tense morphemes — one
indicating past and one indicating an instantangoesent, but that both of these morphemes are
phonologically null. They show, however, that thpparent tense distinction only shows up when the
predicate is perfective — i.e., with predicates arkad for imperfectivity. The examples in (b) show
that the correlating imperfective-marked predicddss this distinction. For my purposes, | assunag t
the distinction encoded the (a) examples is a pviimperfective distinction, as opposed to a
syntactically represented present/past tense diitim and that the tense-interpretations are lieter

from an (outer) aspect-driven system in the seh&obnemeyer & Swift (2004).

Recall that Bohnemeyer & Swift (2004) suggest tedault outer aspect in some languages

(German, Inuktitut, Russian) is determined by @ity of the predicate.

(115) Preferred Correlation:
unaccusativ® telic® perfective

unergativ® atelic® imperfective
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Thus when a predicate is telic, unless it is otlimewnarked for outer aspect, it will be interpredsd
perfective. Similarly, if a predicate is atelic,less it is otherwise marked for outer aspect, lit ba
interpreted as imperfective. Bohnemeyer & Swiftidetheir correlations semantically, but they note
that the implementation of such an aspect-drivestesy is not always determined solely by semantic
means. For example, they suggest that Yukatek Mayarilexicalized" version of a language with
telicity-governed outer aspect. This can be illatstd as follows. Consider the predicita 'die,’ which
is semantically telic, and likewise morphologicaltflects as if it is telic — i.e. in its unmarkéatm it

is interpreted as perfectiviE(6)a)), whereas it has to be overtly marked fgrarfectivity (L16)b)).
Consider then when the vekbn combines with non-quantized noun phrase tikéeak ‘people.’ This
results in a semantically atelic predicate. It sihaves morphologically, however, as if it iditte—
i.e., its default interpretation, is still perfaaj and it must be marked overtly for imperfectivit
(Bohnemeyer & Swift 2004:275)

(116) Yukatek Mayan

a) b)
k-u=kim4l h=kim-_-ih
impf-a.3-dieinc prv=diecmp-b.3.sg
"He diesl/is dying" "he died"

(Bohnemeyer & Swift 2004:275)

Reis-Silva & Matthewson (2007) argue that Blackfdoés not behave like an aspect-driven system as
described in Bohnemeyer & Swift — i.e. Blackfooealy marks imperfectivity omll of its predicates,
whether they are semantically telic or not. Thaystheject an aspect-driven approach to Blackfoot. B

if default outer aspect can be derivable from nema&ntic means, as in Yukatek Mayan, then
Blackfoot can be analyzed as a similarly aspeatetirsystem, except thali of its intransitive

predicates are morphosyntacticaflgpecified as "telic" due to their uniformly unasative syntactic

structure®,

7| use the term "morphosyntactically specified'baposed to "lexicalized" because | adopt a Halee§sér (1993, 2002)
approach to the lexicon —i.e., where lexical iefethips are derived via a syntactic component.eMiprecifically, | adopt a
framework where "a bit of the lexicon has slippetbithe syntax" as per Travis (In Prep:218). Thagenexical items are
related within a syntactic component (I-syntaxijs #yntactic component is different from standanotax (s-syntax) in
that it is associated with more idiosyncrasies. Hawis, the division between I-syntax and s-synsaadso structural — I-
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As a note, Reis-Silva & Matthewson (2007) leaveegnlved in their analysis the issue of why
semantically atelic activity predicates are intetpd by default as perfective (or past, in thealygsis).
Their analysis is predicated on the idea that Blamtkhas a phonologically null present tense
morpheme which indicates amstantaneoupresent tense (following Bennett & Partee 19784 yasis
of English). Assuming the definitions of perfectianed imperfective as il{7) and {18), a present
perfective event would require that the entire é¥nmvithin the utterance time. However, because
events normally cannot fit within instantaneous reais, a present perfective interpretation is
disallowed, accounting for the default past intetation of eventive predicates(recall that Reise5&

Matthewson suggest that Blackfoot also has a plogiedlly null past tense morpheme).

(117) Perfective: Event time inside reference t{mg.,| danced yesterday).

[[perfective]] = P t e[P(e) &t(e)i t]

(Reis-Silva & Matthewson 2007:2, citing Kratzer 889Klein 1994)

(118) Imperfective: Reference time inside evanetie.g.) was dancing at 5 o’clock).

[[imperfective]] = P t e[P(e) &tl t(e)]

(Reis-Silva & Matthewson 2007:2, citing Kratzer 8a9Klein 1994)

With their analysis, Reis-Silva & Matthewson predftat only predicates with the subinterval propert

as formalized in119), can be interpreted as present in Blackfoot.

(119) A predicate p of times has the subintervapprty iff for all times t, for all subintervals of t,
the truth of p(t) entails the truth of p(t).
(Dowty 1979; cited in Copley 2002:18)

syntax indicates the lower part of clause strugctittee vP and below, while s-syntax indicates tigher part of clause
structure, EP (event phrase, which directly dongisat?) and above.

*8 | am assuming that the relevant syntactic propessociated with “telicity” i.e., the relevant sgatic property that
induces default perfective aspect, is the presehee internal argument. Thus transitives in Bfack are likewise
predicted to have a default perfective readingcWisippears to be the case.
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This prediction works for stative predicates, whidve the subinterval property and can be intezgret
as either past or present, but their predictiors iato a problem with activity predicates, which by

default are interpreted as past (perfective in majysis}®.

Recall, however, that | have proposed that whereraéother languages syntactically encode
temporal/aspectual distinctions of telicity, Blao&t instead encodes distinctions of participanay. |
effect, | am arguing that the telic/atelic distioatis not syntactically encoded in Blackfoot. The
problem with semantically atelic activities, themuld fall out from the fact that Blackfoot is not
grammatically sensitive to these specific notiohemporal sub-event relations, or to the aspectual
verb classes derivable from them. For my analyises;, it is imperative that default outer aspect be
derivable from non-semantic means, as in Yukateadvial thus suggest that although Blackfoot
builds event structure caring only about encodiogoms of participancy,the functional head that
encodes outer aspect only sees arguments in whadlwormally be a telicity-inducing syntactic
position — i.e., a syntactically unaccusative strre’. The functional head therefore uses perfective as

its default outer aspect.

3.3.2 A Distinction between Morphological Transities and Pseudotransitives

Another consequence for the proposal above refatd® distinction that Bloomfield originally
makes between syntactic (in)transitivity and motpgizal (in)transitivity with respect to Algonquian
languages. Bloomfield, and Frantz following hims@ase that the 1I/AI/TI/TA verb classes mentioned
above are morphological, and not syntactic clasRass Frantz presents a distinction between
"morphologically transitive" verbs, and "syntactigdransitive" verbs, where a verb is
"morphologically transitive" if it shows inflecti@h agreement with an object, and a verb is
"syntactically transitive" if it has the ability mccur with an object (Frantz 1991:41). This alldetsa
potential mismatch - some verbs which morpholotydaflect as Al verbs (morphologically
intransitive verbs with an animate subject) haweahility to occur with an overt object. These
"paratransitive” or "pseudo-intransitive" verbs Hres "morphologically intransitive", as they da no

show agreement with an object, yet are "syntadyitednsitive” according to Frantz's definitiod2Q)

% Reis-Silva & Matthewson suggest that this cangselved if they assume that Blackfoot activitiexklthe subinterval
property. They suggest how this can be conceptalizwill not go into details, see their paper tiogir particular
proposals), but concede that there is still worke¢adone on solving the puzzle with activities.

0 Or, generalizing for transitives as well, a stanetwith an argument as complement to V.
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shows examples of these paratransitive verbs vef®einflects only for the subject, and not for the

object.
(120)

a) nitohpommaa naapioyii
nit-ohpommaa naapioyi-i
1-buy.vai house-non.partic
"I made a house-purchase.”

b) a oyiyaawa owai
a-ooyi-yaawa OWa-i
IMPF-eat.vai-®L egg-non.partic

"They are eating egg(s)."
(Frantz 1991:41)

My proposal, however, formalizes the morphologrdatkses as being represented syntactically
(within the event domain — i.e., within Hale & Key's notion of I-syntax, cf. Travis In Prep). | $hu
suggest that a Blackfoot verb should be definetsi@gphosyntactically transitivé it mustindicate an
object, whether this object is indicated by an beeject, or indicated morphologically on the VErtf
a verbneed nobccur with an object, whether this object is iraded by an overt nominal or indicated
morphologically on the verb, then itnsorphosyntactically intransitivd=or Blackfoot this functionally
translates to Frantz's morphological distinctiohgansitivity, however | use the term
"morphosyntactic” for two reasons. First, as merdthabove, | think that these morphological
distinctions are represented syntactically. Malartgrminological distinction between
"morphological” and "syntactic" transitivity woulze counter to the spirit of my proposal. Second, |
argue that while Frantz characterizes these pasitiges as "syntactically transitive,” they aré no
actually syntactically transitive as they do najuiee an object to be grammatical. Because thedmsve

are in fact grammatical without an object (as shawfl21) — they indicate an object neither with

®1 Although to my knowledge, morphosyntactically s#ive verbs willalwaysbe indicated morphologically on the verb,
whether or not an overt object is present. Thugyattice, morphological marking is the relevamti¢ation of
morphosyntactic transitivity.
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morphology nor with an overt object), they appeabe syntactically saturated without one — i.eesth

paratransitives are actually intransitive predisdbeat require only one argument.

(121)
a. nitohpommaa
nit-ohpommaa
1-buy.vai

"l purchased (something unspecified)."

b. awaaniiwa
a-waanii-wa
IMPF-say.vai-3
"He's saying (something)."
(Frantz 1991:41)

Thus if or when an "objectioesappear (as in1@0)), it follows that this "object" does not agt t

syntactically saturate the verb —i.e., it is ngiatactic argument, but an adjunct.

Now, assuming that differences in the syntax méap diiferences in the semantics, my
proposal predicts that the "object" that appeath wiparatransitive verb will have different senant
properties from the object that appears with a Weabis both "syntactically" and "morphologically”

(in my terminology, "morphosyntactically") transif%. Where the object of a morphosyntactically
transitive verb would act as a proper argumeny@éd & for the predicate, the "object” of the
paratransitive verb should not. There is clear eicgdievidence to support this prediction- noticatt
Frantz characterizes paratransitive verbs as "Mysehich may occur with mon-particular object.”
(Frantz 1991:41, emphasis mine). Non-particulamsouf you recall from chapter 1, lack overt
demonstratives and are characterized by the fatthly are "non-referring” or "non-particular in
reference" (Frantz 1991:10). Thus these "non-pddit forms are used when a speaker does not have
a specific referent in mind, or when a speakanhot referto an actual entity.” (Frantz 1991:10).
Another important characteristic of non-particulauns is that "it does not matter if the speaker is

talking about one or more than one item" (Frant21190). | argue that these properties — the non-

%2 Thanks to Rose-Marie Déchaine for pointing thistoune.

88



89
referentiality and the lack of number distinctiorsuggest that the "object" that can occur witls¢he
"paratransitive” verbs is in fact, not an argumartype e, but rather a predicate/property of typd>,
which combines with the "paratransitive” verb viasict (cf. Chung & Ladusaw 2004)

To lay out my position more clearly, | assume ihaBlackfoot

) morphosyntactic transitivity must be satisfied ftiactional application of an

argument of type e.

i) semantic transitivity may be satisfied either wiadtional application of an argument
of type e, or via existential closure, and that

iii) before existential closure, a nominal may combiité the predicate via Restrict (cf.
Chung & Ladusaw 2004)

With these assumptions, | am suggesting that @arsitives, while semantically transitive, are
morphosyntactically intransitive. Assuming that doning a morphosyntactically intransitive predicate
with an overt DP (an expression of type e) is rdatby the morphosyntax for the same reason that
expressions likel22) are ruled out in English, there is only ongapleft to satisfy the semantic

transitivity — existential closure.
(122) *Mary loves the dog the cat.

Before existential closure, however, a nominalypkt<e,t> may, or may not, combine with the

predicate via Restritt This accounts for why a paratransitive verb nfy,need not, occur with an

%3 Anissue brought up by Duk-Ho An is why this optismot available for true transitives (in Blackfpand also why
this option is not available for English intrangis. As for English, Chung and Ladusaw argue thatdption is
unavailable folEnglish due to Case-theory — i.e., “*John fed a Hmfp” is ungrammatical because both “a dog” anid6F
are nominals that require case, but that Engligy @fows marking of accusative case once. In taenework | adopt here,
one of those nominals would have an uninterpretinse feature that remains unchecked, causingetfieation to crash.
As for Blackfoot, the question is whether or notugiterance like below is grammatical — and if in@, whether it can be
ruled out by independent means.

(6) nitsinovwa (ninai)
nit-ino-a (ninaa-i)
1-see.vtadirl>1 man-nonpartic

“I man-saw him.”
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overt object, and why if it does occur with an dwaject, it must be “non-particular” in nature.€r'h
semantic composition of a "paratransitive” verb lddhus be either as i124)123) — where a nominal
has combined with the paratransitive via Restacgs in 123)124) — where no application of Restrict
has occurred:

(123) Composition fonit-ohpommaa naapioyfi made a house-purchase”

This is empirical issue, which | leave for furthevestigation.
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(124) Composition fonit-ohpommad| purchased (something unspecified)”

This contrasts with the semantic composition afia transitive verb, as schematizedlig):
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(125) Composition fonit-ohpommat-a (oma poos) purchased that cat”

(126) Satisfying Morphosyntactic and Semantic $iaity in Blackfoot

TRANSITIVE VERB

“PSEUDOTRANSITIVE’

“PSEUDOTRANSITIVE’

(125) WITH “OBJECT (123) | WITHOUT OBJECT(58)
MORPHOSYNTACTIC| Satisfied via FA N/A (intransitive) N/A(intransitg)
TRANSITIVITY
SEMANTIC Satisfied via FA Satisfied viab- Satisfied viab-
TRANSITIVITY closure, with Restrict closure
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In the end, my analysis does not differ much frowt bf Frantz - “paratransitives” are still
examples of an interface mismatch. However, to ntlisemismatch compatible with the syntax
proposed, | have shifted the mismatch from the imaliggy-syntax interface to the (morpho)syntax-

semantics interface.

3.4 Summary of Chapter Three

The main claim of this chapter is that Ritter & Wdhko's (2005) analysis, accounting for the
different inflectional properties of Blackfoot aBshglish (their Parametric Infl Substantiation
hypothesis), can also be extended to the lowesaladomain — i.e., Event Structure, or I-syntax.
Where Ritter & Wiltschko (2005) argue that Infletfunctional phrase that universally encodes the
relationship between the speech event, and thd beérg spoken about, can differ in its contenssro
linguistically, | argue that AspP, the function&lrase that universally encodes the relationshiywéen
the vP and VP subevents, can likewise differ ircatstent cross-linguistically. In parallel to Rit&
Wiltschko's approach, | argued that where Engligh@avents are related via temporal notions —i.e.,
inner aspect, Blackfoot sub-events are relatedoieons of participancy. In adopting this analysis,
independently attested verb classes for both layggiean be derived in a parallel manner — Vendler's
aspectual classes for English, and Bloomfield&IAT/I/TA verb classes for Blackfoot. | further
showed that the implications of this proposal cecoant for some semantic puzzles —i.e., why
Blackfoot eventive predicates, including activitiase by default interpreted as perfective, and imhy
Blackfoot the "object” of a "pseudointransitive'rlves semantically distinct from the object of agr

(morphosyntactically) transitive verb.

In the next chapter | argue that Ritter & Wiltsclskoriginal proposal — i.e., that Blackfoot
anchors events to the speech utterance via Pamisigs opposed to via Tense - also has its own
semantic consequences. In particular, | look aissible relationship between the different
instantiations of Infl and assertions of existen@gue that these semantic consequences holothr

the clausal and nominal domain.
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4 .0CHAPTER FOUR: CONSEQUENCES FOREXISTENTIAL ASSERTIONS

In this chapter | argue that there are further sgimaonsequences for the lack of syntactic
Tense in Blackfoot. In semantic compositions, exisal event closure is often associated with tfile |
node (cf. Higginbotham 1985, 2000). While this galig may be thought as due to the fact that the
semantic composition is complete at this point,(#3)no more arguments enter the composition, |
suggest that existential event closure can be glosely tied to the syntactic function of Infl e..
anchoring the event. By anchoring via Tense, | sggthat you are asserting the existence of anteven
in order to locate it temporally. | then suggesit thnchoring events to utterances via Participansth,
differs substantially from anchoring events to naiees via Tense or Location in that anchoring via
Person (the speech-act-participants) is inherextibjective, or intensional, whereas anchoring via
Tense (the speech time) and Location (the speeschidm) is objective, being grounded in the actual,
extensional world. The assumption here is that amet via the speech-act-participants is necegsaril
associated with perspectivei.e., that of the speaker of the hearer, whebgestivity is identified with
having a specific perspective or viewpoint. The ofsthe term ‘subjective’ is meant to contrast with
the term ‘objective’, where | assume things to ddgéctive’ if they lack a relativization associateih
a viewpoint/perspective. Tense and Location, aus tibjective in that the speech-time and the speech
location, unlike the speech-act-participants, arteimherently associated with a unique
perspective/viewpoifit. With the above proposal that anchoring and d@sserbf events are closely
related, | argue that assertions of event existenBéackfoot thus have a different status from
assertions of event existence in English, beingssarily mediated and relativized via the perspecti

of the speech-act participants.

In order to see the consequences for the abovegabmore clearly, | look first at a domain
where existential assertions are easier to diagntieenominal domain. Assuming that the nominal
and clausal domain are parallel both in structanel, in the semantic properties they encode, | assum
that what holds for events also holds for individuai.e., | assume thantitiesin Blackfoot, both
events and individuals, are anchored via the SpaetRarticipants, as opposed to temporally.
Assertions of individual existence in Blackfootetafore, also have a different status from assestod

individual existence in English. | show evidencetfas claim with respect to Blackfoot negative

% Whether or not utterances anchored via Tense andtiom are truly objective is a matter for philokgpl refer only to
whether or not they are linguistically/grammatigahcoded with a viewpoint (i.e., are linguistigadlubjective,) or whether
they are not linguistically/grammatically encodeithwva viewpoint (i.e., are linguistically objectiye
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polarity items, whose semantic properties seemraibe anomalous. In particular, | argue that where
NPIs in languages like English show the semantpg@rty of being obligatory narrow-scope with
respect to existence, NPIs in Blackfoot show theasdic property of being obligatory narrow-scope
with respect to speech-act-participancy. | therk looefly at the rest of Blackfoot’s nominal domain
arguing that Blackfoot seems to lack existentigkeasons on the nominal domain in general, instead

encoding notions of speech-act participancy andmglon presuppositions of existence.

4.1 Asserting the Existence of an Event

In this section | take a step back from lookingh&t internal structure of events in Blackfoot
and instead focus on the event as an atomic estijgdt. Obvious questions that arise with thisnaige
can be formulated as follows: What is an event? Mdhaits characteristics? Is there even any
evidence for the linguistic notion of event? In@rdb answer these questions | first provide an
introduction to the notion of an event argument QAvidson 1967) and then detail further arguments
for treating this abstract notion of an event &aguistic reality (cf. Davidson 1967, Przegiowski
1999, Rothstein 1995). | then consider how RitteVétschko’s syntactic account of event-anchoring

might affect the semantic properties of event-anidgan Blackfoot.

4.1.1 Davidson 1967: The Event Argument e

The introduction of the event argument to lingaistinas its roots in the work of Davidson 1967.

Davidson (1967) was mainly concerned with sentehkeghe following:

(127) Jones buttered the toast slowly with a kimfthe bathroom at midnight.

The question regarding the above sentences is t\@acount for the adverbials —i.e., how to
represent them semantically. One option is to tfeaadverbials as arguments. A standard
representation of the sentenceli7), under this treatment, would be representedl lbgical form as

in (128):

(128) BUTTER(J, the toast, slowly, with a knife tive bathroom, at midnight)
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The problem with this type of analysis is thaeijuires a multiplicity of predicates. Consider the

following sentences:

(129) Jones buttered the toast slowly with a kimiféhe bathroom.
(130) Jones buttered the toast slowly with a knife.

(131) Jones buttered the toast slowly.

(132) Jones buttered the toast.

For each of the sentences 1127), and 129) — (L32), we would have to posit a different lexicahit
“butter,,” each of these “buttgis differing according to their valency. Where “tBg” in (127) is a
six-place predicate, “buttgrin (129) would be a five-place predicate, and “bytter (130) would be
a four-place predicate, etc. This poses a serioatdgm for learnability — a child acquiring the

language would have to memorize an infinite nundbéexical items.

Another (albeit less damning) problem with tregtadverbials as arguments is that it fails to
take into account entailment patterns that candbedfor (27), (L29) — (32), namely the fact that
(127) entails 129), which entails130), which entails}31), which in turn entailsl@2). Under the
above analysis, these entailments facts are c@ntatl Noting this property of entailment, a plélesi
direction as to the treatment of adverbials cafobad in the treatment of adjectiV@sThe standard
analysis of a statement lik&33) is the representation ib34), where adjectives are treated as

conjoined predicates.

(133) A big, red, inflated balloon.

(134)$x [BIG(x) URED(x) UNFLATED(X) UBALLOON(X)]
The relevant entailment facts fdr33) (i.e., that a big, red inflated balloon ised mflated balloon,
which is an inflated balloon, which is a balloong @asily captured by representing the adjectives

through the first order logical relation of conjana. First order logic holds that the truth-vahfea

conjunction is true, if the truth-value of its congts are also true. This means that dropping oatgu

% | refer here to nice and simple categorematicaities like “red”, as opposed to syncategorematici(more
problematic) adjectives like “tall”, using Quing’s985) terms. Quine defers the analysis of synceitagatic adjectives to
other researchers (cf. Wheeler 1972) and | follai s
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will not affect the truth-value of the resultingoposition. This entailment pattern is schematized i
(135).

(135) a) (PJgq UrUus® pUq Ur
b) (pUqUr)® pUq
)  (PUQ® p

The logical representation it34) is thus subject to the same entailment pasieglnematized inl35),

accounting for the noted entailment facts.

(136)
a) (BIG(x) URED(x) UINFLATED(x) U BALLOON(x))
® RED(x) UINFLATED(x) UBALLOON(x)

b) (RED(x) U INFLATED(x) U BALLOON(X))
® INFLATED(x) UBALLOON(X)

c) (INFLATED(x) U BALLOON(x))
® BALLOON(x)

If the entailment pattern ofl83) can be accounted for by an analysis a$31d)( an obvious course of
action would be to adapt this type of analysistfiartreatment of adverbials, d27) and {33) show
parallel entailment patterns. An obstacle, howewecp-opting this type of analysis, as noted byn@u
(1985), is that where the representation of norsifiké “toast,” refer to an object, x, that can be the
argument of several predicates in conjunctionydpeesentation of verbs like “butietacks similar
reference to an object that could serve as an agtymerbs typically being viewed as a relationship
or property (cf. Montague 1969), held between imlials (i.e., the arguments). Davidson’s solution
was to simply posit the existence of an object teabs like “buttey” could refer to — the object he
proposed was the event object, e. The represemtattia verb thus contained reference not onlygo it
participant arguments (eg. agent, theme), buttalsm event argument. A standard two-place preglicat
like “butter,” which has open positions for a butter-er and dntee as arguments, with this provision,

is reanalyzed as a three-place predicate “kyittghich has open positions for a butter-er, a btete,
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and an event, as arguments. The sentendgif) can thus be represented adslBi{, such that the

entailment facts follow straightforwardly as i3@).

(137)BUTTER (J, the toast, &) SLOW(e)U W-KNIFE(e) U IN-BATHROOM(e) U AT-MIDNIGHT (e)

(138)
a) BUTTER (J, the toast, & SLOW(e)U W-KNIFE(e) U IN-BATHROOM(e) U AT-MIDNIGHT (e)
® BUTTER (J, the toast, &) SLOW(e)U W-KNIFE(e) U IN-BATHROOM(e)

b) BUTTER (J, the toast, € SLOW(e)U W-KNIFE(e) U IN-BATHROOM(e)
® BUTTER (J, the toast, &) SLOW(e)U W-KNIFE(e)

c) BUTTER (J, the toast, &) SLOW(e)U W-KNIFE(e)
® BUTTER (J, the toast, &) SLOW(e)

d) BUTTER (J, the toast, € SLOW(e)
® BUTTER (J, the toast, e)

A question to ask at this point is whether the &bawalysis necessitates positing an event
argument. The predicate-like nature of adverbialdd&instead be modeled as functions which take
other functions as their arguments, thus evadiagtessity of positing the existence of an event
object e. Under this analysis, “slowly” would tatke denotation of “butter” as its argument, and
“with-a-knife” would take the denotation of “slowlgs its argument, etc. This is represented beiow i
(139).

(139) (AT-MIDNIGHT (IN-BATHROOM (WITH-KNIFE(SLOWLY (BUTTER (Jones, the toast))))))

This matter is addressed in Higginbotham (2000% pitoblem with this option is that it require
a proliferation of greater semantic types. Assunimgter,” to be a predicate of type <e<e,t>>,
“slowly” would have to be of type <<e<e, t>>,t> datwith-a-knife” would have to be of type
<<<e<e,t>>t>,t>, “in-the-bathroom” of type <<<<eke>t>,t>,t>, etc. Positing the existence of an
event argument position in predicates (and a cporeding semantic type, s, the semantic type for

events), Higginbotham argues, is more economical.
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To summarize to this point, Davidson (1967) progdbe existence of an event object, such
that verbs take an event object as an argumen@gubey take individual objects, like agents and
themes, as arguments. One difference that is ggniffor my purposes, however, is that in simple
sentences, where traditional argument positionseasatisfied via functional application of an
argument of type e, the event argument positiomaine satisfied via functional application of an
argument of type s. The event position must befeadi via existentially binding/existential closure
(Kearns 2000:180). | return to this point laterstfigoing over some further developments regarding

evidence for the existence of an event object.
4.1.2 Further Evidence for the Event Argument e

In the previous section, | summarized Davidson’sivation for positing the existence of
events as a first-level linguistic objects, on wéh the existence of individual objects. The puspof
this section (4.1.2) is to provide further evidetizat there exist event objects parallel to indinad
objects. The evidence provided here is predicatetth® assumption that if both events and indiviglual
are the same type of linguistic object, then tleygnar should treat them in a parallel manner- i.e.,
events should be manipulated by the grammar isdhge manner that individuals are. | address two
way sin which natural language manipulates indigldibjects: one, natural language makes reference
to individuals, and two, natural language quargibeer individuals. If we assume the existencenof a
event object, parallel to individual objects, weritpredict that there is likewise evidence thatirzdt
language makes reference to, and quantifies ovent&. In this section | summarize some of the
evidence that has been brought forth to suppastgtrediction. An important clarification before
proceeding, however, is that while several reseascimake a clear distinction between events and
states, for the my purposes | abstract away frosndifference. Thus while | use both the terms
“event” and “eventualif§”, unless otherwise noted, it is not a conscioussien. Setting this
distinction aside, | first address some argumdrdsratural language makes reference to evenss, (ju
as it makes reference to individuals), and themestdsome arguments that natural language quantifie

over events (just as it quantifies over individjals

% Where eventuality is a cover term for both evemts states (Bach 1981).
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4.1.2.1 Reference to Events

One basic way of determining whether language mefesence to events is to see whether
events can support anaphora — in fact, Davidso@7)l9ses evidence froittanaphora to motivate
positing events as first-class linguistic obje&sme caution is required here, howeveit-anaphora
are quite promiscuous with respect to selectingaattents, as noted by Asher (1993). So what seems
like anaphora referring to events may actuallydference to propositions, or to facts. To clearly
determine whether or not there is reference totsyeve first have to determine the differences
between the events, propositions and facts. Axadtezia, Davidson (1967b) argues that only events,
and not facts or propositioffscan enter into causal reactions. Similarly, Bragowski (1999)
assumes that only events, and not propositionaabs,fcan last for a period of time. Under these

assumptions, data lika40)°® show that eventualities, like individuals, can o anaphora.

(140) a) John asked Mary to the partynidde her depressed.
b) John thought Mary liked him. Thiasted until he asked her to the party.

(Based on examples from Przepiorkowski 1999:1)

Another way of determining whether or not languagkes reference to events is to determine
whether or not they can, like individuals, suppefative clause modification. Przepkowski (1999)
uses specific contexts from Asher (1993) in orde) show that eventualities can support relative
clause modification, and ii) argue that they aerefore linguistic object& Asher’s contexts —
propositional contexts and factive contexts - pie\a way to distinguish between propositions,dact
and eventualities; he argues that propositions nab@ventualities, can occur in the “X is truehtext,
and similarly that facts, and not eventualitiesgaypositions) can occur in the “X is shown by” texi.
Przepi rkowski thus uses data lik&41), to show that eventualities, like individualan support
relative clause modification. Because the releeaample is infelicitous in Asher’s propositionadan
factive contexts, as shown ih41)b) andct), Przepirkowski argues that the wh-relative clause in data

like (141), by the process of elimination, must makeregfee to an event.

%71t should be noted, however, that Asher (1993)chastioned whether or not this is true — he nittasit appears that
facts can also be spoken about as if they can snitecausal reactions. See Bennett (1988), howevles argues that
causal talk does not undermine Davidson’s genextadia.
% His purpose, actually, is to show that negativengwalities, not eventualities, constitute lingigistbjects. His evidence,
of course, works equally well for non-negative evaiities.

Again, his purpose is to show that negative eaitieis, not eventualities, constitute linguistlzjects.
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(141) a) John kissed Mary, whiahade her angry.
b) John kissed Mary, #which is true.
C) John kissed Mary, #which is shown by her bldsiaee.
(Przepiorkowski 1999:3)

4.1.2.2 Quantification Over Events

There have also been several arguments that n&ngalage shows quantification over
eventd? (cf. Lewis 1975, Rothstein 1995.) As an examethstein (1995) analyzes a certain kinds of
adverbial as quantifiers over events. The releadrtrbials are shown below — these all have the
structure of an NP, consisting of the quantifievéry a nominal complementimée’ and a relative

clause (Rothstein 1995:3):

(142) a) I met a friend every time | went to thédrs.
b) Every time | went to the bakerymet a friend.

C) | regretted it every time | had dinner with doh

d) Every time | had dinner with Johimegretted it.

(Rothstein 1995:1)

(143) a) For every time/event of my goingtte bakery, there was a

time/event of my meeting a friend.

b) For every event of my having dinner witbhn, there was an

event of my regretting that dinner event.
(Rothstein 1995:1)

' While | am abstracting away from the differencén®en events and eventualities, the proposals imadeese
researchers do differ according to whether thep@se quantification over events or eventualitieswis (1975), for
instance, argues that unselective adverbial quargifike “always” quantify over eventualities (hses the term “cases”)
since they may also bind statives. Rothstein (1L9®%}he other hand, argues that that the adverbied deals with are only
cases of quantification over eventives, excludilagi\ges (Rothstein 1995:6)
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As Rothstein notes, each of the exampled.42) can be paraphrased aslia3), such that the
sentence is true if for every event denoted byehaive clause in the “every time...” adverbial
matches with an event denoted by the main prediBatthstein terms this one-to-one event

correspondence “the matching effect,” and the gbakr paper is to account for this phenomenon.

(144) The Matching Effect

v v

Adverbial: [op €vVeryp [ne time [cpthat.. €...]]] Main predicatbCP € ]

Rothstein adopts a Neodavidsonian framework. Tfierdnce between a Davidsonian and
Neodavidsonian framework is that whereas a Davidsoinamework maintains thematic roles like
agent and theme as arguments of the verb, in advetsbnian framework, the notions of agent and
theme are represented similarly to conjoined adakxbA sentence likeléd5) would thus have a
Davidsonian representation as id%)a), but a Neodavidsonian representation a4mb):

(145) Jones buttered the toast

a) DAVIDSONIAN: BUTTER(Jones, the toast)
b) NEODAVIDSONIAN:  BUTTER(e)U Ag(e)=JonesU Th(e)=the toast

Thematic roles are thus treated as functions freem&s to individuals - they take the event variade
their argument, and yield the individual denotechbyninal. The relevant Neodavidsonian
development for Rothstein’s purposes is the treatraeprepositional adverbials. Like thematic roles
Parsons (1990) treats prepositions like functioosifevents to individuals - they take the event

variable as their argument, and yield an individuain the denotation of their NP complements.

With the above assumptions in place, Rothsteiroppsal can be broken down as follows:

i) the “every time..” adverbials are the complements of a null prejomsi
i) this null preposition denotes a function from egeotevents
i) this function takes the event argument denotedhbyrtatrix predicate as its argument, and

yields as its value an event from the denotatiothefnominal j» time [cp that] complement.
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This results in the following semantic represeotatwhere M is the relevant function from events to

events:

(146) " e[[RING(e) & Th(e)=THE BELL]
® $e' [OPEN(e') & Ag(e')=MARY & Th(e')=THE DOOR & M(g€]]

(146) basically states that for all events, suchttiia is an event of bell-ringing, there existsearent

of door-opening by Mary, and that these two evantsassociated via the “match function” M. M is an
extensional function whose content is suppliedantext, either pragmatically or linguistically. So
depending on the context, M could be interpreted ‘assponse” function, a “causative” function,aor
“temporal” function, etc. Rothstein argues that vehilere is no pragmatic context to supply M, the
sentence falls back to a basic numerical functtbere are at least as many A’s as B’s.” Examples of
each of these functions are showniay)

(247) a) RESPONSE  Every time the doorbell rings, Mary opens therdoo
b) CAUSATIVE:  Every time | watch a horror movie, | get nightesr
C) TEMPORAL:  Every time Bill buys a donkey, John sells one.

d) NUMERICAL: Every time you eat, someone starves.

The relevance of the above discussion, for ourgaesp, is that Rothstein’s account crucially makes
reference to the domain of event objects. Filsg “every time...” adverbials are predicates whidteta
the event variable associated with the main pregliteey modify as their arguments. And secondly,

the universal in the “every time...” adverbial quéies over the domain of events.

While the above arguments by Davidson (1967) antidein (1995) are focused on the
semantic representation of adverbials, the thexalegiain from positing the existence of an event
objects is not just limited to accounting for adwuals. For example, Kratzer (1988) and Diesing )99
suggest that the difference between Stage-Levei¢dtes (SLPs) and Individual-Level Predicates
(ILPs) can be captured theoretically according betlier or not a predicate has a event argument
(SLPs) or not (ILPs). Kratzer (1998) also suggdsts the appearance of intermediate-scope

indefinites (pseudoscope) can also be accountdayfappealing to event quantification. While | do
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not go into these applications of the event vaedtare, each of these applications contributedo th

goal of this section — i.e., justifying the existerof event objects.

4.1.3 Tense/Infl and Existential Closure

Having reviewed the reasons for permitting the texise of a theoretical linguistic event object
parallel to individual objects, | turn now to afdifence between events and individuals. The difieze
| address here regards the different options avail events and individuals with respect to $gtig
a verb’s argument structure. A common assumptidinaswhile a verb’s individual arguments can be
satisfied via either functional application of agament of type e, or existential closure (cf. Gipén
Ladusaw 2004), the only option for satisfying abigevent argument is via existential closure (cf.
Kearns 2000, Higginbotham 2000). The point of ieséfor my purposes is that existential closure, or
existential binding, of the event-variable is ofeessociated with the syntactic node Infl. Higgirizoh
(2000), for example, suggests that the temporatpnétation of Infl is obtained by existential clos,
as per 148), where e’ is “anchored to the utterance timgoone other time in a narrative, and
represents the interpretation of the VP." (Higgthiaon 2000:54)

(148) [nFL + past VP]
[$e:e<e’lf (e)
There are also empirical reasons to assume thsteexial closure of the event variable is assodiate
with Infl/Tense. These reasons depend primarilgamelations with morphological tense, where |
assume morphological tense to be the overt insti@omi of the syntactic node Infl/Tense. Note the
following examples from Higginbotham (2008)

(149) Mary reluctantly left

(150) Mary was reluctant [PRO to leave]

" See also S. Huang 2005, and Tsai 2008 for commechietween morphological/syntactic tense and dicgrthe event-
variable.
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Higginbotham uses the sentencelb() to determine the theta-grid of the adverhialuctant”
in (149), arguing that while “reluctantly” and “reluaotd have different syntactic properties, they have
the same semantic projection propeffi¢sligginbotham 2000:61). Higginbotham also notesyever,
that “reluctant” and “reluctantly” differ with respt to other semantic properties - while “reludignt
is factive, such that Mary had to have left in orfibe (149) to be felicitous, “reluctant” is neutral with
respect to the factivity of its complement —Maryynea may not have left. This discrepancy can be
seen in {51) — whereasl@9) is incompatible with a following discourse ttiredicates that Mary did

not leave, this is not the case f@b6Q):

(151) a) Mary reluctantly left, #so | let her sfay the night.

b) Mary was reluctant to leave, so | let her staythe night.

| suggest that the morphosyntactic differences behd49) and {50) can account for the difference in
factivity”®. Consider {49) and {50), repeated here a5@) and {53):

(152) Mary reluctantly left

(153) Mary was reluctant [PRO to leave]
Note that while the predicate “leave” is morphot@dly marked as past i1%2), in L53) the predicate
“leave” is non-finite and lacks morphological temsarking, such that we can correlate the absence of

morphological tense with the lack of commitment tdary left. This correlation holds for other

tensed/un-tensed pairs as well — note that wheradh-finite examples inl64) lack morphological

2By my understanding, this means that they takeséinee number and type of semantic arguments.

& Higginbotham suggests that this difference isygpssitional — according to his judgments, a speattering ) is still
committed to Mary’s having left.

(7) Mary didn't leave reluctantly.

Note, however, that this is not necessarily a grpssitional difference — Simons (2001) argues tiratso-called)
presuppositions associated with change-of-stadigates, and factive predicates, differ signifitaftom the
presuppositions of triggers like “even,” “too,” atabain.” These presupposition are “contextuallfedsible”with the
proper contexts. Suppose we are crime-scene iga¢sis, and we are searching for the a missing wopr@sumed
kidnapped. There are signs of a struggle. | stestispect, however, that the signs of struggle toolstaged. However, |
don’t know for sure that she left the crime-scestee(may have been murdered, and concealed in diddin spot, eg.
under the floorboards.) In this context, | coulgt ¥daybe, she didn’t leave reluctantly,” withoutgsupposing that the
woman has left.
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tense marking, and correlating lack speaker comanitrto the existence of an event denoted by the
tenseless predicate, the finite exampled 5] are overtly marked for tense, and correspatglin
commit the speaker to the existence of an everttddrby the tensed predic&te

(154)
a) | wanted her [tdake this lychee caké’]
b) | told him [totoast the sesame seeds.]

(155)
a) I’'m disappointed that [she bakadoconut cake.]
b) I'm relieved that [he toastdtle sesame seeds.]
C) She baked coconut cake.
d) He toastedhe sesame seeds.

The generalization is that where there is morpholddense marking, there is commitment to the
existence of an event denoted by the predicater&herphological tense marking is lacking, there is

a lack of commitment to the existence of an evemnioted by the predicate.

(156) The Correlation between Morphological Tense Bxistential Event Assertions

o0 Morphological tense ~ Assertion of Event Exisgenc

o Lack of morphological tense ~ Lack of assertioewd#nt existence

In the vein of Higginbotham (2000), the above datien between Tense and existential
assertions of events is not surprising. Recallpfahg En¢ (1996), and Ritter & Wiltschko (2005)at
the function of the syntactic node Tense is to teraly anchor the event being spoken about to the
utterance, or some other relevant reference pbamporal anchoring involves either i) asserting tha
the time of the event coincides with the speecle tjpresent tense), or ii) asserting that the tifrtbe

event does not coincide with the speech time (easie). In other words, the speaker either asets

" Note that this does not preclude the possibilitthe existential operator being within the scoparmther scope-bearing
element, eg. a modal.

> Standard analyses place the non-finite “to” intikad of Tense. Whether the non-finite “to” mayuadly be the syntactic
realization of a lower functional phrase (cf. Tsain Prep’s “Event Phrase,” Pollock 1989), | takestand on. The only
necessity here is that non-finite “to” does nottadiemporally anchor the event the way morpholaigiense does.
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an event is occurring during the speech time, eisffeaker asserts (in most cases) that an event
occurred before the speech time. In doing this,éver, the speaker cannot avoid asserting the
existence of the event. A speaker cannot asse&vemt to occur during the speech time, or to occur
before the speech time, without ipso facto assgttiat the event exists Assuming that
morphological tense is a morphological instantiatd the syntactic node Tense, its presence inekcat
that the event being spoken about is being somedmporally anchored. It then follows that when
morphological tense is present, the speaker istagg¢he existence of an event. Correspondingly,
with no morphological tense signaling temporal éa@choring, the existence of an event need not be

asserted.

The first question of interest for my purposesis:tWhat if a language’s anchoring node is not
instantiated with temporal content? l.e, what ifiy@ave a language like Blackfoot? | suggest that th
properties of an existential event assertion ircBi@ot differs substantially from the propertiesaof
existential event assertion in a language that@scha tense or location because anchoring via
Participant/Person is inherently different thantening via time (or location). The reason for thie

of thinking is that while both Time and Locatiom¢astensibly, be regarded as objective, extenkiona
real-world concepts, Person as a category is imitigreubjective and intensional. Thus while
anchoring an evertémporallyrequires the speaker to make an assertion abalijaative, extensional
world, anchoring an event via Person does not. @eatthe speaker’s intentions, the grammar does
not require the speaker to assert that an evesitsexithe real, extensional world, because anegori
via Person inherently imparts an intensional partye, or viewpoint. To clarify, | define somethiag
“subjective” if it is associated with a perspectoreviewpoint. Something is “objective” if it is ho
subjective, i.e., if it is not associated with awpoint or perspective. Person, as a categoryriafeto
speech-act-participancy, is inherently associatiéidl avperspective/viewpoint — i.e., that of theesge
act-participants. | am thus arguing that Persom, eategory, must be subjective, and cannot be
objective. Tense and Location, as categories #iat to the objective world, need not be associated
with a perspective/viewpoint (i.e., the speech fimradoesn’t have a unique perspective, the speech-
time doesn’t have a unique perspective, while mi@st, the speech-act participants do have a aniqu
perspective). | am thus arguing that Tense andtimtaas anchoring categories, newd be

subjective. This means that they can be objeciilaes is the sense in which | use “ostensibly” —
becausgrammatically anchoring via Tense and Location does not enaodewpoint. Whether or not

"exists, i.e., takes up some portion of space-tonés spatio-temporally extended, in the actualldécf. Quine
1985:1967)
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it is possible for an utterance to actually be otiye is a matter for philosophy — my point is that
utterances anchored via Tense and Location argrantmatically encoded with a viewpoint, i.e., they
are linguistically objective. Utterances anchoradRerson on the other harmde grammatically

encoded with a viewpoint (that of the relevant Beysand are thus (linguistically) subjective.

The second question of interest for my purpos#ésiss Does Blackfoot shows evidence for the
above intuition - that the existential assertiohewents in Blackfoot differs substantially from
existential assertions of events in English? | arthat there is evidence to this effect, and tbatadly,
the semantic consequences for existential assemiatend further than to just events. Recall thathm
of the justification used for positing the existeraf an event object relied on drawing from patsilie
the nominal domain — i.e. parallels with individadljects. Following this line of parallelism, any
semantic difference hypothesized for a Blackfo@rgwbjects should also hold for individual objects
Thus | assume that Blackfoentitiesin general, where the term entity covers both iitligls and
events, are anchored differently than English iesfit The difference | propose is that where entities
in English need be anchored via objective/exteradioreans (time), entities in Blackfoot need be
anchored only via inherently subjective/intensiom&lans (person). Presuming these different
anchoring options to be the “independent variabilesin experiment, | have above hypothesized that
existential event assertions ought to be the “dépenvariable” in the clausal domain —i.e., the
properties of existential event assertions areipted to vary between English and Blackfoot.
Following suit, existential assertions for indivadsi should be the “dependent variable” in the namin
domain —i.e., the properties of existential indial assertions are predicted to vary between &gl
and Blackfoot. In the following section | arguettkizere is in fact empirical evidence for this attthe
semantic properties asserted while anchoring iddads in Blackfoot are considerably different than

the semantic properties asserted when anchoringdials in Blackfoot.
4.2 Consequences for Existential Assertions in tiéominal Domain
The main piece of evidence | offer as indicativehaf significant difference between anchoring

individuals temporally, versus anchoring via perparticipancy, lies in the atypical semantic

behaviour of Blackfoot’'s Negative Polarity ItemsRIN). In the following section | outline the

""While Ritter & Wiltschko (2005) do not address #@mantic consequences for existential asserti@td address here,
they also argue that their proposal holds for irtilials as well as events (i.e., all entities). #islence, they review
Blackfoot's demonstrative system. | will summaribes aspect of their argument in section 4.2.2.
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behaviour of Blackfoot’'s non-affirmative endinghpsving that while they syntactically distributedik
NPIs, they lack the core semantic characteristidils — i.e., unlike most NPIs cross-linguistically
Blackfoot’s non-affirmative endings do not show fireperty of being existentially narrow-scope. |
argue that this falls out from the above propdsat Blackfoot anchors individuals via
person/participancy, as opposed to temporallyeh tsthow some empirical evidence that Blackfoot’s
non-affirmative endings are, like other NPIs, narscope, but that the relevant semantic property
within the scope of negation is not onesgfstencebut one ospeech-act-participancyollowing this
| look more closely at the rest of Blackfoot’s nowli domain, and suggest that Blackfoot lacks
existential assertions on its nominal domain inegah relying either on i) existential presuppasis,

or ii) existential force from verbal predicates.

4.2.1 Negative Polarity Items in Blackfoot

4.2.1.1Blackfoot’s Non-Affirmative Endings distribute syattically like NPIs

There are three main defining characteristics osN®ne of these is their restricted syntactic
distribution. Thus while NPIs can appear in marked-factual contexts like negated clauses and

guestions, they are ungrammatical in unmarked ipesibntexts (Giannakidou 1998, Progovac 1994).
This is displayed below with the English N&Hyone

(157) English Polarity Item ‘any(one)’
a) | didn'tsee anyone (licensed with negation)
b) #| saw_anyone (not licensed in positive contexts)
C) Did you see anyofle (licensed with questions)

While the NPlanyonels grammatical in the negative clauselib?)a), it is ungrammatical in the

corresponding positive clause itB(7)b). (57)c) shows thanyoneis grammatical in questions.

(158)

NPIs are ungrammatical in positive contexts.

109



110
Blackfoot's non-affirmative endings show a simifarstricted distribution: while the non-
affirmative ending-waatsiksimay attach to the end of the verbal complex imigated clause in
(159)a), it is ungrammatical in the correspondingifpee clause in159)b). (59)c) shows that the

non-affirmative ending is grammatical in questions.

(159) Blackfoot Non-affirmative Endings

a) nimaasinowagvaatsiksi)
ni-maat-ino-awaatsiksi
1-NEG-see.vtabIR-3:nonaff.sG

"l didn't see him." (licensed with negation)

b) nitsinowd*waatsiksi)
ni-ino-a{*waatsiksi)

1-see.vtadIR-(*3:nonaff.SG)

"l saw him." (not licensed in positive contexts

C) kikatai' nol(aatsiksiy?

ki-kata'-ino-ok-waatsiksi
2-Y/N-see.vtanv-3:nonaff.sG

"Did he see you?" (licensed with questions)

This dependency is often described in terms o€éHging"”. Thus inX57)a) it is negation which
licenses the NPdnyone negation is its "licensor."
(160)

Blackfoot's non-affirmatives are ungrammaticapiositive contexts.

Another characteristic of NPIs is a structural genty to their licensors. This structural
requirement is usually articulated in terms of caceand: NPIs must be c-commanded by their licensor
in order to be grammatical (cf. Klima 1964, Bakéi7@, Linebarger 1987, Progovac 1994). This is
represented inlg1) below. In {61)a), negation c-commands the MRone and the sentence is
grammatical. In161)b), however, negation does not c-command theaNyone and the resulting

sentence is ungrammatical.
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(161) English Polarity Iltem 'any(one)' is structurallyrsitive

a) | didn'tsee anyone b) #Anyoneadidn'tsee me

The question then arises as to whether Blackfomifsaffirmatives are likewise structurally senstiv
to their licensors.

(162)
NPIs are sensitive to the structural positionheiitlicensor.

| argue that they are. While Blackfoot’s non-affative endings are licensed in negative statements
where negation takes the formmoaat-,they are not licensed in negative statements wiegation
takes the fornsa. This is shown in163) below: where the clause is negatednaat-in (163)a), the
non-affirmative ending is grammatical; but where tause is negated bg-in (163)b), the non-

affirmative ending is ungrammatical.

(163) Blackfoot's non-affirmatives are licensednbgat- but not sa-

a) Niyookskaiiksistsikoists maabtootsifvaatsiks)
Niyookskai-iksistsiko-istsi maat-oto-otsiwaatsiks
Three-day-6L NEG-go0.to-swim.vai3d:nonaff.sG

"He didn’t swim for three days"

b) Niyookskaiiksistsikoists sdptoots(*waatsik9
Niyookskai-iksistsiko-istsi isaoto-otsiwaatsiks
Three-day-6L relNEG-go.to-swim.vaid:nonaff.sG

"He didn’t swim for three days"

Now, negation in the form ahaat-generally has wider scope than negation in tha fofrsa-: maatis
normally used to negate independent clauses, whikused to negate dependent clauses (Déchaine &

111



112
Wiltschko 2001). This can also be demonstrated thighexamples inl63)'® . While theméaatnegated
clause in 163)a) is independent, and therefore may stancealceimmatically (as ih63)ajl64)a)), the
sanegated clause i163)b) is dependent on the overt time adventigdokskaiiksistsikoist&ihree

days', and therefore cannot stand alone grammigtiddis is shown in164)b).
(164)

a) maabtoots{waatsiks)
maat-oto-otsiwaatsiks
NEG-go0.to-swim.vai3d:nonaff.sG

"He didn’t swim "

b) *it séotootsi
it-sa-oto-otsi
rel-NEG-go.to-swim

Target: He didn't swim

More standard examples sdi- negating dependent clauses follow16%), which shows that clauses
dependent on a matrix clause must be negatedsaiitas in a)), and cannot be negated wwithét- (as

shown in b)).

(165)

a) nitsikohsst ninaaskonowayuumsi
nit-ik-oh-sstaa ni-aahkaw-onowa-oomi-hs-yi
1-ints-?-want.vai 1-n.fagteG-ever-husband.vai-cj-cj

"I hope | never get married at all.”

b) *nitsikohsst ninaahkaatonowayudamsi
nit-ik-oh-sstaa ni-aahkiaat-onowa-oomi-hs-yi
1-ints-?-want.vai 1-n.fagteG-ever-husband.vai-cj-cj

Target: "I hope | never get married at all.”

8 although see their paper for further evidence
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Thus wheranaatnegatiomegates independent propositions (ad.68fa)),sa- negation does not. |
suggest that this indicates a scope differencegusscwhilendat-can be characterized as taking scope
over an entire utterance, the negation contribbteshin the dependent clause does not have scope
over an entire utterance as it does not have sowogrethe element upon which the clause is dependent
(in some cases, an overt time adverbial, in othees, a matrix clause). Further evidencerttesit-
takes wider scope thad- comes from the fact that whesé-is used in independent clauses, negation
does not have scope over the entire propositiois. i§lshown by the data in§6): sdnegation is
required in independent clauses when a wide-scepéfiy element likdahkama'gmight' prevents

negation from having scope over the entire projueit®’:

(166)

a) kikaahkama'payinowa
ki-aahkama'gaino-a
2-mightnegsee.vta-dir
"You might not see him."

"It is not the case that you might see him" (musamthat there is a chance you'll see him)

b) *kimaatahkama'pinowa
ki-maat-aahkama'p-ino-a

2-NEG-might-see.vi®IR

C) *kitddhkama'p(anaatsinowa
kit-aahkama'gnaat-ino-a

2-mightNEG-see.vtaBIR

" Thanks to Amelia Reis-Silva, for eliciting the exale in (1L66)d) for me.

8 Duk-Ho An suggested to me thanifiat-andsa- are in structurally different positions, we wolpect different locality
conditions with respect to Quantifier Raising. Hoae as far as | know, there is no reason to @osinsformation like
QR in Blackfoot, as utterances with multiple sctygaring elements are not scopally ambiguous, tmyrinterpretation
reflecting the surface-order of the morphemes.

8L A question that arises is wimyaat-negation anéahkama’pmight’ cannot occur together in a verbal compleixe-,

why these two stand in a blocking relationshipéaulate thahahkama’pandmaatmay need to take the same scope —i.e.,
widest scope, which is why they cannot occur togiettWhether this is a purely semantic requiremétii® morphemes
(i.e., needing to take widest scope (excepting PRisich can perhaps be formalized similarly to ltla@ on vacuous
guantification if we treat these scope-bearing-elets like quantifiers and assume that they targesame variable - i.e.,
the entire utterance), or whether this should bm#&bized syntactically, | leave for further resdarc
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d) *kitsawaahkama'pinowa
ki-sa-aahkama'p-ino-a

2-NEG-might-see.vtaIR

Assuming that semantic scope correlates to straigasition, the above generalizations suggest that
maat-is structurally higher thasa- Further evidence to this effect can be seen mmdéat-andsa-

can co-occur within a clause, contra claims thay tare in complementary distribution (cf. Frantz
1991:84, Taylor 1969:307.) thaat-andsa-are in structurally distinct positions, when@at-is in
structurally higher position thasa- we would predict i) thanaatandsa- could co-occur within a
clause, and ii) assuming that linear order withim verbal complex reflects structural positiont tha
maat-would precedesa-. This is in fact the case. As shown by the da{d &Y), maat-andsa- can co-

occur within a clause, and when they doreéat-precedesa®?,

(167) Co-occurrencenaat-precedesa-

a) maatsitoohkanissd mo’tsaakiwaatsiksi
maat-it-oohk-aanists&omo’tsaaki-waatsiksi
NEG-rel-?-manneNEG-win.vai-3:nonaffsc

“He didn’t lose on purpose.”

8 Note that it cannot be the case that the exanipl#87) are bi-clausal, witmaéat-in one clause, ansh-in another clause.
This is ruled out by morphological consideratiofst one, separate clauses in Blackfoot is alwagerapanied by separate
clausal morphology. This is not the case for thengxles inl67). Secondly, the non-affirmatives always attaictie right-
edge of the clause thatdat-attaches to, as shown in the bi-clausal data bdfahe data inl67) were bi-clausal, we

would expect the non-affirmatives to preceadein linear order.

8) nimaatoohsstahpa ninaaksinowahsi(*waatsiksi)
ni-maat-oht-sstaa-hpa nin-aahk-ino-a-hsi-waaitsiks
1-NEG-means-want.vai-loc.nonaff 1-n.fact-see.mte-c33:nonaffsc
“I don’t want to see him.”

9) nimaatsikakssksinipaatsiks ayakomo'tsaayaa
ni-maat-ikak-ssksini-‘p-waatsiks wayak-omo'tsasay
1-NEG-even-know.vti-loc>0-3:nonaGc  both-lose.vai-BL

As another note, there is a biclausal equivaledi6df — note the embedded clause comes with sulatininmorphology:

10) maatdaksikkipaanistska’si otsayisttso’kinsi
maat-aak-ikkipa-aanist-iitska’si ot-sa-isttso’kinihsi
NEG-FUT-feign-manner-pretend.vai 3-NEG-be.hungry.vaicl
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b) maataksikkipaisowvaisttso’kiniwaatsiksi
maat-aak-ikippa’sa(w)a-isttso’kini-waatsiksi
NEG-FUT-feign-NEG-IMPF-be.hungry.vai-3:nonaffG

“He won't pretend to not be hungry.”

All of the above generalizations constitute an argat thaimaat-andsa- have different syntactic
positions, wherenaat-is structurally superior tea- Under this assumption, the fact that the non-
affirmatives are licensed byaat; but not bysa-(cf. (163)), can straightforwardly be accounted for if

we analyze the non-affirmatives as NPIs which arestive to the structural position of their licer?s.

(168)

Blackfoot’s non-affirmatives are sensitive to #teuctural position of their licensor.

4.2.1.2Blackfoot’s Non-affirmatives not interpreted semaacally like NPIs

The third generalization about NPIs | addressas MPIs cross-linguistically are interpreted
within the scope of their licensing negation (Pneagm1994, Uribe-Ecchevarria 2001). This means that
their existential properties are not maintainedeuntegation, and that they are non-referential and
unable to pick out any particular existing entiti€bis semantic property of NPIs is usually anatlyae
falling out from their aforementioned structurafju@ements (i.e., the c-command relation). Because
NPIs must always be structurally inferior to negatithey are said to be "narrow-scope” or "in the
scope of negation" — their existential propertiesaways negated. This is illustrated below f@r th
English negative polarity ite@nyone the existential properties ahyonemust be interpreted within

the scope of negation.

(169) The existential property of English NPI ‘anyoneVithin the scope of negation
| didn't see anyone
a) =@$x (PERSON(X)J SAW(I, x)

"There does not exist an x, X is a person, anevsa

8 This, of course, requires that the position ef tion-affirmative endings with respect to lineatesrdoesot reflect their
structural position within a clause. The fact tthet non-affirmative endings are clitic-like, andhsigive to discourse
properties indicates that they are, indeed, highetause-structure than their surface positiorgssts.
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b) $x (PERSON(X)J @SAW (I, X)

"there exists an x, x is a person, and it is hetdase that | saw x"

The problem that arises when considering Blackéamin-affirmative endings, is that they do
not appear to be interpreted semantically withingbope of negatiéf) they maintain their existential
properties and are referential. Thusi@@)a) below, the singular non-affirmative endinggatsiksi
refers to a referential third-persoa7Q)b) shows the same property for the plural rifimaative
ending—waiksaa

(170)The existential property of the non-affirmativesN®OT within the scope of negation

a) nimaatsinowa(waatsiksi) ( ma ninaa)
ni-maat-ino-a-waatsiksi (om-wa ninaa)
1-NEG-see.vtaBIR-3:nonaffsc (DEM-3 man)

"l didn't see him (the/a man)"

= $x (MAN(x) U@SAW (I, x) "there exists an x, x is a man, anddrdi see x"
@$x (MAN(x) U SAW(, x) "there does not exist an x, x is a mamg | saw x"

b) nimaatsinowa(waiksaa) ( miksi ninaiksi)
ni-maat-ino-wa-waiksaa (om-iksi ninaa-iksi)
1-NEG-see.vtabIR-3:nonaffpL (dempL man+L)

"l didn't see them (those men)"

"l didn't see anyone™"

The subsequent question that arises is whethez #lements are in fact NPIs. Because while they
distribute syntactically like NPIs, they lack there semantic property of NPIs — i.e., narrow-scope.
propose that Blackfoot's non-affirmative endings [dPIs, both semantically and syntactically.
However the relevant semantic property that isdbesd) is not an assertion @fistencgbut an

assertion ospeech-act-participancy further suggest that this falls out from therafnentioned

8 This may appear contradictory to the conclusiaasvd in the above section. The key point in wordiege is “appear” —
I eventually argue that these elements are indattt syntactically and semantically within the se@pb negation, however,
that the relevant narrow-scope semantic propentpine of existence, but one of speech-act-penticy.
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hypothesis that anchoring individuals via Persorii€@pancy, as opposed to via Tense, has semantic

consequences — and in particular, how anchoringgraon/Participancy affects assertions of existenc
4.2.1.3Blackfoot NPIs are narrow-scope with respect to Baipancy

One main assumption required to derive this i®Hews: to assert that something exists as a
physical object (either an individual or an evergt}o assert that it takes up some portion of sfiexe,
or is spatio-temporally extended, in the actualld/¢ef. Quine 1985:1967). Secondly, anchoring an
individual (spatio-)temporally asserts which pomtiof space-time the individual takes up. This datai
an assertion that the individual takes up a pomiospace-time — i.e. entails an assertion thabbject
exists. Under the assumption that individuals (dgies) are temporally anchored in English, this
entails that the semantic property encoded by ¢imeimal equivalent of an anchoring n8dm English
nominals, is an assertion of existence. Nominas dhe necessarily narrow-scope, like NPIs, willsth
be necessarily narrow scope with respect to thesgaproperty of existence. Third, following the
proposal of Ritter & Wiltschko (2005), such thatBkfoot entities are not anchored via means ofespac
or time, but instead via a notion of person/pgwticicy, and my proposal that their syntactic proposa
has semantic consequences, we might predict tlmviah: where NPIs in English are obligatorily
narrow-scope with respect to an existential prgp@&tPIs in Blackfoot should not be, and instead
should be obligatorily narrow-scope with respeca f@roperty of speech-act participancy.

Blackfoot shows evidence to this effédthile Blackfoot's non-affirmative endings refer to
referential third-persons, they cannot refer thiadtperson within the deictic sphere. This issthated
below with the data inl(71). While the utterance id71)a) is usually well-formed, it is infelicitous i
the context in which it was elicited — i.e., whémne referential third persoMartina, was sitting in the
room with the speaker and addressee, within theidesphere. My consultant offereti7(1)b) as
preferable in this context, where the relevantrezfgal third person to whom the non-affirmative
corresponds is explicitly marked as a third pertba is outside the deictic sphere.

8 .e., the functional parallel of Infl in the sttucal nominal domain. Recall that | make the asdionghat the nominal
domain and clausal domain are parallel both incstine, and the semantic properties that they encidues CP maps onto
DP, as both are associated with discourse propekie maps onto NP, as both are associated wittaleproperties, and
so forth for whatever functional heads project keetvCP/DP and VP/NP.
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(171)Blackfoot's non-affirmative endings cannot refeatthird person within the deictic sphere

(Context: Martina is sitting in the room with usténing to us talk)

a) kikatai'nowa(#waatsikki ana Martina?
ki-kata'-ino-a-waatsiksi an-wa Martina
2-Y/N-see.vtabIR-3:nonaff.sg DEM-3 Martina

"Did you see Martina?"

b) kikatai'nowa(waatsiksi) annahk Martina?
ki-kata'-ino-a-waatsiksi an-wa-hka Martina
2-vIN-see.vtapIR-3:nonaffsc DEM-3-invis®® Martina

"Did you see Martina?"

(must be referring to some Martina other than ottieg in the room)

Blackfoot's third-person non-affirmative endingagtcannot refer to any third person that is pathef
conversation. Because they may only refer to thexsons, and therefore cannot refer to the speaker
addressee, the generalization that falls out isBleckfoot's non-affirmative endings cannot rdfer

any utterance participants.

A issue pointed out to me by Michela Ippolito iattin (171) the relevant scope-bearing-
element whose scope the NPIs would be forced withinot negation but the y/no operatata’-.
Thus you would expect the speech-act-participamoggrty not to be negated in this context, butdo b
questionelf. Note, however, that the status of the morphiai'- as a true y/n interrogative particle
may be up for debate. Palmer (1986) observesrtatrogatives across languages are marked in
several different ways. He notes particularly, $eteral languages (included the related Algonquian
language Menomini), treat interrogatives as a pgmaavithin their modal systems, and that in such

languages the interrogative is "essentially an esgion of the speaker's ignorance of the facts, wit

8| have glossed —hka as 'invisible' following Frai@91), but visibility may not be the relevant pecty; he appends this
footnote in his grammalthe apparent use of this suffix to mark words mirig to entities which are not visible is a
consequence of the discourse function of thissuifiich has to do with saliencyFrantz 1991.:66)

87 Note that the generalization holds also, of couimecases where the non-affirmative is licensgaégatiormaat-
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merely the implication that it is hoped that thatee will supply them." (Palmer 1986:31). He prasd
the following example from Ngiyambaa to illustréités phenomenon:

(172) guya-ga:-ndu dha-yi
fish-ignor-you eat-past

'Did you eat a fish?'/'You ate a fish, | don't Who

(Donaldson 1980:260, 262, cited in Palmer 198@81ding mine)

| suggest that this, or something similar, mayheedase for Blackfoot — that whilkeata'- functions
pragmatically as an interrogative, its formal setitgporoperties are primarily negative, comparabla t
dubitative. While more inquiry into this is requirehere is suggestive evidence in favour of this
analysis. Althouglikata*- functions as an interrogative prefix in indepemddauses, Frantz
nonetheless classifies it as an allomorph of negatihe notes thatata'- also functions as a negative
prefix on nominalized verbs, as well as functionasgthe unmarked form of negation in Blackfoot's
unreal/irrealis mod& (Frantz 1991:85). Note that this type of phenommeaiso happens in dialects of
English. The data inl{3) is an excerpt from an e-mail, where the waodwhich has the formal

semantic properties of being negative, is usednm the equivalent to a tag-question:

(173) | know I do tend to be kinda know it all ish... drshould really
work on that.... | shouldn't make generalizatioggiéss.. about
whether or not he needs a sub wolfer to play ldewigames.... but

he kinda was defensive hfML: my emphasis]

To summarize this section, above | argued thateasécally anomalous property of
Blackfoot’s non-affirmative endings can be attréuito the fact that Blackfoot entities are anchored
via notions of participancy, as opposed to notiinsme or location. Thus the fact that while
Blackfoot’s non-affirmative endings display all thgntactic characteristics of being NPIs (restdcte
distribution and structural sensitivity to therdnsors), but do not have an existential prop&gyis
obligatorily forced within the scope of negatioall$ out from the fact that the locus of existentia
assertions in English — i.e, the (nominal equivatéran) temporal anchoring node — is instantidtgd

8j.e.,ikata- is used if no morpheme than the person-prefixesqules negation; otherwise negation takes the dbga-
Thus its distribution in the unreal/irrealis modamuch like that omaat-negation in the independent mode.
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different content in Blackfoot —i.e., the (nomimrgjuivalent of a) person/participancy anchoringenod
Where NPIs in languages like English thus havesaeréion of spatio-temporal extent (existence) that
is always forced within the scope of negation, NRla language like Blackfoot instead have an

assertion of speech-act-participancy that is alwaseed within the scope of negation.

4.2.2 (The lack of )Existential Assertions on Bladkot's Nominal Domain

The argument thus far has maintained that the sfatacus of existential assertions in English
—i.e., the nominal anchoring node, in Blackfoatt&ad encodes notions of speech-act-participancy. A
guestion of interest is this: what about other fiomal projections in the nominal domain? If the
semantic properties of the anchoring node canrdiffiess-linguistically, such that where English
encodes notions of existence Blackfoot does nat, bt inconceivable that some other functional
projection might differ between the two languageshsthat where in English it encodes whatever
property it encodes, in Blackfoot it encodes agsestof existence. In this section | look at diéfiet
levels of functional structure in Blackfoot's noralrdomain, drawing data and generalizations from
Glougie (2000). While the investigation into thiseqy are still preliminary, evidence so far suggest
that Blackfoot’s nominal system primarily encodesions of speech-act participancy, and either i)
relies on presuppositions, as opposed to asserbbesistence, or ii) relies on light existential
predicates from the verbal domain to assert existen

4.2.2.1DP in Blackfoot

Ritter & Wiltschko (2005), for instance, argue tBdckfoot’'s demonstrative system shows
that individuals are anchored via notions of spesttiparticipancy like speaker and hearer as ogbose
to temporal or locative notions. They point outtithee demonstrative stems ih7@) primarily express
notions of proximity or familiarity to the speakar hearer, and that the demonstrative suffixed 1)
likewise depend on notions related to the speakehaarer, as opposed to the time or locationef th
utterance (Ritter & Wiltschko 2005:350).

174)
a) amo = proximity to speaker but not addressee
b) om = proximity to neither speaker not addressee
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d)

121
anno = proximity to th speaker and proximityfarhiliarity to the addressee
ann = proximity or familiarity to the addresskat no proximity to the speaker
am = proximity andfamiliarity to speaker
(Frantz 1991:63)

-ma = stationary

-ya = moving, but not towards speaker

“This gloss is in need of revision. Current resdaseems to indicate that if motion is involved
in the meaning of this suffix it is not necessamaking place at the time of the speech act [...]
or even at the time of the process, event or $taiteg described.” (Frantz 1991:66 Fn 72
(emphasis ER & MW))

-hka = not visible to the speaker
“the apparent use of this suffix to mark words refey to entities which are not visible is a

consequence of the discourse function of thisxswtiich has to do with saliency(Frantz
1991:66 fn 73 (emphasis ER&MW))

-ka = proximity information in the demonstratigerelative to location of the speaker of
addressee a ta time other than the time of thecspaet (Frantz 1991:66. (emphasis ER &
MW))

Glougie (2000) analyzes nominal expressions wighddmonstratives above as DPs, situating

the demonstratives as determiners in the head 8hB.also argues, however, that these Blackfoot

determiners encode assertions of existence. | ecaghatithe Blackfoot demonstratives encode

existence, however | differ with respect to therti@ology used. | suggest that in the case of Blaakf

DPs, existence is presupposed as opposed to Eseged.
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One of the more common ways of distinguishing a&ses from presuppositions is to test for
presupposition projection. While presupposed matéznds to project through scope-bearing elements
like negation, asserted material does not. Thisbeatlustrated by the following minimal pairs. §irit
is standardly assumed that cleft-sentences cargsaupposition — so where the sentencd 1it)a)
asserts that someone bought the car (i.e., Howigsd)eft-counterpart inl(76)b) presupposes that

someone bought the car.

(176)
a) Howard bought the cat.

b) It was Howard who bought the cat.

Considering now the negated counterpartd@6ja) andX76)b) in 1 77) below, we can see that they
behave differently with respect to whether or & proposition that “someone bought the car” is

maintained under negation.

a77)
a) Howard didn’t buy the cat...in fact, no one did.

b) It wasn’t Howard who bought the cat...#in faai,one did.

Where the asserted proposition that “someone bdbghtar’ need not maintain its truth-value under
negation in {77)a) — as shown by the fact that it can be telusly followed up by a proposition
asserting that “no one bought the car”, this isthetcase for the identical, but presupposed,
proposition that “someone bought the car’i@{)b). In (77)b), this proposition maintains its truth-
value under negation — as shown by the fact thatnihot be felicitously followed up by a propositio
asserting that “no one bought the car.”

Applying this test to Blackfoot nominals with ovelemonstratives, we can see that they
maintain their existential force under negationisTif shown by the data id{8). In (L78)a), the
nominaloma pitaa‘the/a eagle,” is interpreted with existentialder The negated counterpart of

(178)a) in178)b) shows that this existential property is ppggsed, and not asserted, as the existential
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force ofoma pitaais maintained under negation ah@B)b) cannot be interpreted as “I didn’t see any

eagle.”

(178)

a) nitsinowa oma pitaa
nit-ino-a om-wa pitaa
1-see.vtaBIR(loc>3) DEM-3 eagle
"l saw an eagle" (eagle can be novel, or familiar)
i. = $x (EAGLE(X) U SAW (I, x)

b) nimaatsinowawaatsiksi omi pitaa
ni-maat-ino-a-waatsiksi om-vyi pitaa
1NEG-see.vtabIR(loc>3)-3:nonaffsc DEM-3' eagle

"l didn't see an eagle" (eagle can be novel, milfar)
i. = $x (EAGLE(x) U@SAW (I, X)
i @$x (EAGLE(x) U SAW (I, x)

(Examples taken from Glougie 2000:58, modified gés

The following example shows the same property halden the relevant scopal element is the Y/N
guestion operatdkata’- . The existential force of the nomiraha poosda/the cat” is maintained
under the Y/N operator, as the question cannobli@ved by a statement that directly denies the

existential force of the nominal.

(179)
a) kikataohpommatsiiwaatsiks oma poosa
ki-kata'-ohpommat-yii-waatsiks om-wa poos-wa
2-v/N-buy.vtabirR(3>3")-3:nonaffsG DEM-3 cat-3

"Did you buy a cat?"
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b) #...saa, maatstsiipa
...Saa, maat-itstsii-'p-wa
...N0,NEG-exist.vii-loc>0-nonaff

"No, there weren't any"

(Examples taken from Glougie 2000:59, modified gés

Glougie (2000) also analyses bare plurals in Blagkés covert DPs. She shows that unlike
bare plurals in English, bare plurals in Blackfoah only be interpreted generically, and cannot be
interpreted with an existential reading. The twpasate readings for English bare plurals can be see
by the following example.

(180) I excluded only old ladies.

i) In principle, all old ladies have been excluded. GENERIC

i) Some old ladies have been admitted, but some baen excluded. EXISTENTIAL

(Longobardi 1994:630, cited in Glougie 2000)

A speaker utteringl®0) could thus intend the bare plural “old ladigshave a generic interpretation,
such that every old lady was excluded from theudyson principle. Alternatively, the speaker could
intend the bare plural “old ladies” to have an &a$al interpretation, such that several peopleswe

excluded from the study, but all of the people wleze excluded happened to be old ladies. On this

reading, some old ladies may have been admitted.
Now Blackfoot bare plurals, on the other handndodisplay this ambiguity. In each of the

examples below, the bare plural subjects can calg la generic reading, the existential readingdoein

disallowed:
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(181)
Intransitive stems
a) individual level
kiaayoks iksasskonatapsiyaa

kiaayo-iksi  iks-a-sskonat-a'psi-yaa
bear-pL ints4dMPF-strong.bism.vai-8L
= "Bearsare strong," "there are bears who are strong"

b) stage level

kiaayoks ikasistsikoyaa
kiaayo-iksi  ik-a-sistsiko-yaa
bear-pL ints4MPF-be.tired.vai-8L

=?7? bearsare tired," "there are bears who are tired"

Transitive stems

C. stage-level
ninaiks ikskimaatsiiyaa kiaayoks
ninaa-iksi ikskimaat-yii-yaa kiaayo-iksi
man-pPL hunt.vtapIR(3>3")-3L bearpL
= "Men huntbears™ "there are men who hunt bears,"

"Men hunt (only) bears"

d. individual level
annahk tsaan aissinamoyi sinaakyaatsists
an-wa-hka  tsaan a-sinaa-m-ayi sinaakyaat-istsi

DEM-3-invis John IMPF-write.vti-dir(3>0)DTP book-0PL

="John writedooks" "John writes some books"

(data taken from Glougie 2000:11-12, modified ghs3s
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According to Laca (1990), the distinction betweeneyic and existential readings of bare plurals can
be attributed to a distinction of Focus vs. Non4dn particular, Laca argues that when bare [dura
are foci, or part of the focus, they have an eriséinterpretation. When they are not part of the
focused material, they are interpreted generi€aify The relevant connection for our purposes is that
non-focused material, or topics, are generally @ased with presuppositions (cf. Ladusaw 1994,
Giannakidou 1998). In other words, the existemaldings of bare plurals are non-presuppositional
readings. Now recall that while bare plurals in Esflgmay have two readings — one existential (non-
presuppositional) and one generic (presuppositjpimaBlackfoot only the generic (presuppositional)
reading is available. This suggests that whiletertisal force is encoded in Blackfoot DPs, whetiher
the form of an overt determiner or a covert detaan(i.e., the bare plurals), the relevant exisaént

force is encoded as a presupposition as opposat dssertion or implicature.
4.2.2.2NumP in Blackfoot

Glougie’s main motivation for analyzing bare plgrak covert DPs follows as a consequence of
Longobardi’'s (1994) proposal that nominal exprassican only be interpreted as arguments if they are
introduced by the category D. Because bare plimaBdackfoot behave like argument expressions
Glougie therefore analyzes bare plurals in Black®DPs, introduced by a covert D. Several
researchers, however, argue that the presencéeffoinctional projections above NP (not necesgaril
DP) can be sufficient for the argumenthood of a imain For example, Li (1998) argues that in
Chinese, a Number Phrase (NumP), where NumP istarmiediate phrase between NP and DP, can
stand as an argument. Under this assumption, tieepbaral in Blackfoot (or English for that matter)
could plausibly be analyzed as a NumP in an argtpasition, where the plural marking heads the
NumP. Whether or not this is the case, howeverfuhetional head houses the plural morpheme for

bare plurals in Blackfoot appears to presupposg@xie, and not assert it.

There is, however, another functional projectiocdasider. The NumPs that Li (1998)

analyzes as arguments in Chinese consist of anednmalimber and classifier. Borer (2005) separates

8 She uses the term “inclusive” instead of generic.

% Topic and Focus are rather contentiously defieeahs. Here | will follow Laca, who follows Wilson &perber (1979) in
assuming that the focus is “that constituent ofsietence which constitutes the foreground and evkobstitution yields
the first background entailment of the sentencé.dca 1990:35). Elements not part of the focusygeteric,
presuppositional readings — i.e., topic readings.

*Lin that they trigger verbal agreement, and mayeeiprecede or follow the verbal predicate, unttiebare singular or
“non-particular” nominals
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these two elements into two distinct functionalgs®es. One is a classifier phrase (CIP, or DivP¢lvhi
holds plural marking in non-classifier languagés lEnglish, and presumably, Blackfoot). The otser i
a Quantity Phrase (#P), which houses cardinal ntsnBerelevant question to ask, then, is whether or
not the functional projection that houses cardmahbers in Blackfoot encodes assertions of existenc
The following examples inl82) show that while nominal phrases with cardmahbers in Blackfoot
have existential force, the cardinal expressiomoaalone contribute existential force. Note tinat t
cardinal numbers below obligatorily attach to dtigxistential verb likéapii “be a person,” owaami
“be the one identified” (cf. Frantz & Russell 198&ami vai: be (the one that is identifiedgpii(yi)

vai: live, be a person)

(182)

a) Maatsistookamma  oku’siks niyookisépiyaa
Maat-ist-ookamma  oko’s-iks niookskapi-yaa
NEG-two-?7?7? 3-offspringL threebe.human.vai3rPL
“She doesn’t have two children, she has three.”

b) anaahk nita’kka nituhkokk nata&mi imitaiks
an-wa-hka n-ithkkaa nit-ohkot-ok naataileami imitaa-iks
DEM-prox-invis 1-friend 1-give.vtanv two-be.ident.vai dogrL

“My friend gave me two dogs.”

The fact that cardinal numbers in Blackfoot reqaiieght existential verb suggests that the fumzlo
projection housing them in Blackfoot’'s nominal domeannot alone contribute an assertion of

existence.

4.2.2.3Quantifier Phrases in Blackfoot

4.2.2.3.1 Weak Blackfoot Quantifiers

Glougie (2000) observes that weak quantifiers @cBfoot have the same distribution as

cardinal numbers — i.e., they cannot occur witlost attaching to a light verb with existential

meaning.
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(183)
a) Ikakaitapii matapiiksi akainoyiiyaawai
Ik-aka-itapii matapii-iksi  akaa-ino-yii-yaa-ayi
intsdmany-be.human.vai  personpL N.ST-see.vta-3>3'3.-DTP
“There are a lot of people that have seen him /yM#eople have seen him”
b) iitsitstsiip otsinokiks
iit-itstsii-‘p ot-ino-ok-iksi
rel-exist.vii-loc>0 3-see.vtaNv-PL.NOM
“Some people saw him” (there exisbfhey saw hinominalized
C) ilitstsip matapii niitoohkanistaatstomi matsikists
iitstsii-‘p matapii niit-oohk-aanist-wa’tstoo-m-yi m-akteN-ists
exist.vii-loc>0 person gen-?-manner-lose.vti-3>0-0 unsegiro

“There is someone that lost his shoes on purpose”

Target: Someone lost their shoes on purpose

This suggests that the functional projection thatses weak quantifiets like the functional

projection that houses cardinal numbers, by itsfinot contribute an assertion of existéhce

4.2.2.3.2 Strong Blackfoot Quantifiers

Glougie (2000) also observes that strong quartgifieBlackfoot differ from weak quantifiers.

Unlike weak quantifiers, strong quantifiers do reuire a light existential verb, but instead ditac

92 Whether or not this may be the same functionajiation that houses the cardinal numbers | leave guestion for

further research.

% Duk-Ho An raises the question of whether theset likistential verbs could be analyzed as classifiés to this, these

do behave similarly to classifiers in that they @guired with cardinal numbers and weak quangfiattaching to these
elements, however there are also several ways ichwhese elements do not act like classifiers.ikgtance, these

elements inflect and act like normal verbs in thaly can take the 3pl endirgaawa and can be negated by the morpheme
maat; these are properties that are restricted to Vedraplexes in Blackfoot, as they do not hold tofimominals.

Secondly, classifiers are usually associated witigliages that lack dedicated plural marking (egf-&san languages), or

if they exist in a language with plural markingeyrare in complementary distribution with pluralriiag (eg. Albanian, cf.
Borer 2005a). Neither of these options are the fmsBlackfoot.
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directly to the main vertsShe shows this for the quantifieayak"both,” and the universal quantifier
ohkar*.

(184)

a) nit-wayakino-a-nnaan niyookskaa-itapii matapi-iksi
1-both-see.vta-3>3'AL three-be.human.vai  persen-
"We both saw three people”

b) nit-ohkan-okskaas-hpinnaan
1-all-run.vai-PL
"We all run”

C) om-iksi ninna-iksi  iihkan-ino-yii-yaa  om-yi piitaa
DEM-PL manPL all-see.vta-3>3'8. DEM-3' eagle
"Those merall saw that eagle”

d) an-wa aalohkan-ohpomaat-vyii om-iksi poos-iksi

DEM-3 FuT-all-buy.vta-3>3' DEM-PL catrL

"He will buy all those cats"
(Data from Glougie 2000)
A question to ask is how one can theoretically aotdor the distributional difference between stgron
and weak quantifiers in Blackfoot. | suggest tiad tlistributional difference can be aligned alding

theoretical distinction between presuppositions asgkrtions of existence.

The relevant theoretical machinery required fog glignment is the following generalization:

whereas strong quantifiers presuppose the existtbeir domains, weak quantifiers are ambiguous

% ohkanhas the word-initial allomorpiihkan. Although the details of this are not well undecst by the author, this
initial/non-initial ii ~ o alternation is commonfanany morphemes in Blackfoot.
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between asserting and presupposing the existertbeiotlomains (Geurts 2007:283cf. De Jong &
Verkuyl 1985). Geurts (2007) assumes this chanaett®on of strong and weak quantifiers based on the
following data. In the context where both speaket lacarer are aware that there are no Swiss
matadors, Geurts observes, following Lappin & Rami1988), that the utterances with strong
guantifiers like {85) are judged infelicitous by speakers. Beinglinitous, they cannot be given a

value of either true or false.

(185) Strong Quantifiers
a) Every Swiss matadoradores Dolores del Rio

b) Most Swiss matadorsadore Dolores del Rio

Judged infelicitous (Examples from Geurts 2083)

The assumption here is that the infelicity of tikaraples in 185) fall out due to presupposition failure.
Because the strong quantifiers presuppose theeexisiof their domains, their use in a context that
maintains the non-existence of their domains islicitous. In contrast, with the same context,
utterances with weak quantifiers like86) are judged by mdStspeakers as felicitous, and therefore
compatible with a truth-value (false for(58)a), @ng for (58)b)).

(186) Weak Quantifiers
a) Some Swiss matadoradore Dolores del Rio

b) No Swiss matadorsadore Dolores del Rio

Judged as true or false (Examples from Ge®3 253)

The assumption here is that because weak quastifeenot presuppose the existence of their domains,
no presupposition failure transpires. This accototsvhy the examples inl86) are felicitous in
comparison to those i185). Geurts also provides further evidence thranhgtquantifiers presuppose

the existence of their domains with the examplg487). These examples show that the assumption

% Note that for Geurts, presupposition don't juguree that their domain be non-empty; presuppasstiact to "recover a
suitable referent from the context" (Geurts 2007209 This is to account for the fact that presigitian failure does not
always result in infelicity. He adopts Strawsompp@ach that presupposition failures only resulhfelicity when the
presupposed element is discourse topic.

% Geurts notes that for some speakers, these exsia@elso infelicitous, but that this is not thajaerty view. (Geurts
2007:253)
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that there exist swiss matadors — i.e., the proiposihat the domain of the strong quantifiers exis
shows the property of presupposition projectiore féguirement that there exist Swiss matadors
projects through the conditional ih§7)a), the Y/N operator irl87)b) and the imperative construction
in (187)c).

(187) Presupposition projection with Strong Quaens

a) It would be fun iall Swiss matadorswould enter the tournament.
b) Do you thinkall Swiss matadorswill enter the tournament?
C) See to it thaall Swiss matadorsenter the tournament, will you?

(Examples from Geurts 2007:261)

Taking as true the generalization that weak quangifassert the existence of their domain,
whereas strong quantifiers presuppose the existftbeir domain, we can then account for the
difference in distribution between weak and strqogntifiers in Blackfoot. Whereas weak quantifiers
require the existential verb in order to assertetkistence of their domain, the strong quantiferkan
‘alll andwayak'both’ don’t require the existential verb to agsbe existence of their domain because

their the domain of quantification is presupposed.

4.2.2.4Possessor P in Blackfoot

To this point | have addressed demonstratives, nalsyeaumber marking and quantifiers in
Blackfoot’s nominal domain. The final category daglss is possessor inflection. Unlike possessor
morphology in English, possessor inflection in Bfa@ot is not in complementary distribution with
determiners/demonstratives. This is shown belo{@&8), where possessor inflection can occur with

overt demonstratives:

(188)

a) kithdkohtsstsipssatuh ana Kisis
kit-aak-oht-tssitsipssat-o an-wa k-isis
2-FuT-source-talk.vta-1>2 DEM-3 2-younger.brother

"I'm gonna tell you something about your brother."
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Omiksi iiniiksi katai’kamotsatsiwaiksaa
Om-iksi iinii-iksi kata’-ikamo’sat-yii-waiksaa
THAT-PL buffaloPL  Y/N-steal.vta-3>3'-nonaffid

annisk otani
an-yi-hka o-itan-yi
DEM -3'-invis 3-daughter-3'

“Did the Buffalo steal his daughter?”
nimaatsipoihpa natokiksitsikoi ki

ni-maat-i’‘poyi-hpa natok-iksistsiko-yi ki

1-NEG-speak.vai-nonaff:loc two-beday.wiem and

ana niisis nitoyi
an-wa n-iihsiss ni'to-yi
DEM-3 1-sister same-be.vai

“l didn’t speak for two days, and neither did mgter”

Note that while nominals with possessor inflectbam occur with overt demonstratives, overt

demonstratives are not obligatory, as shown beldws differs from proper names, which require

overt demonstratives (cf. Glougie 2000:9)

(189)

naaahsiksi  aisukowomayaa maakitapotsaa kessisin
n-aaahs-iksi a-isookowoma-yaa om-aak-itap-oo-las-ya ohkano’tsisii-hsiN
1-ElderPL  IMPF-?-3rL 3+uT-towards-go.vaiE>3rPL mp.dance.vakom

“My grandparents would get invited to attend a mogw pipe dance.”

Notice that possessor inflection in Blackfoot’'s noat domain is morphologically parallel to person

marking on the clausal domain (cf. Déchaine 1993hts phenomenon for Algonquian languages in
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general). This morphological parallel is shownha example belowi(t)- indicates a first-person

possessor when attached to a nominal, and indiadtest-person participant when attached to aalerb

predicate. Likewiséi(t)- indicates a second-person possessor when attechatbminal, and

indicates a second-person participant when attaithad/erbal predicate. Finallg(t)- indicates a

third-person possessor when attached to a nonaindlindicates a third-person participant when

attached to a verbal predicite

(190)

a)

b)

c)

nitomitaam a’) nitsinowa

nit-omitaam nit-ino-a

1-dog.poss 1-see.viar

“My dog” “l saw him”

kitomitaam b’) kitsinowa

kit -omitaam kit-ino-a

2-dog.poss 2-see.vtabIR

“Your dog” “You saw him”

otomitaam

ot-omitaam

3-dog.poss

ana Tsaan nohpapiyihpiksi ~ otohkokkyaa imitaa
an-wa Tsaan o-nohpapiyihp-iksi ot-ohkot-ok-yaa imitaa
DEM-3 John  3-siblingrL 3-give.vtainv-3PL  dog

“John’s siblings gave him a dog.”

97 0(t)- is more restricted in its distribution thaift)- andki(t)-. In most cases, in independent clauses, a thirsbper
participant is indicated by the lack wmift)- or ki(t)-. In the independent moaxt)- generally indicates that the third-person
participant is obviative, as above, where “Johibiéirggs” are obviative because “John” is proximdtethe conjunct mode,
however, o(t)- regularly indicates both proximate and obviativiediperson participants. (cf. Frantz 1991:147, 149)
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With this information in mind, it stands to reagbat possessor inflection may be a morphological
instantiation of Blackfoot’s nominal anchoring notinder this assumption, whether or not possessor
inflection constitutes an assertion of existenaaugial for proposed analysis. | argue that the
following example in 191) indicates that the existential force of possemflected nominals is
likewise presupposed, and not asserted. Notelibantin predicate is marked with the non-affirmativ
ending -waiksaawhere the non-affirmative ending co-refers with plossessor-inflected nominal
onohpapiyihpiksthis siblings”.

(191)
nimaatohkotawaaiksaa (ana John) onohpapiyihpiks imitaa
ni-maat-ohkot-a-wavaiksaa (an-wa John)o-ohpapiyihp-iksi  imitaa
1-NEG-give.vtabIR-?-3PL:nonaff  (DEM-3John) 3-sibling-PL dog

“I did not give his (John’s) siblings a dog.”

As mentioned previously (see section 4.2.1), theaffirmative endings always take existential wide-
scope with respect to negation. This obligatoryeasdope property suggests that the non-affirmative
in (191), along with its co-referential possessor-ictée nominal, bears an existential presupposition,

as opposed to an existential assertion.

4.3 Summary of Chapter Four

In this chapter | suggested that Ritter & Wiltscisk@005) proposal that Blackfoot anchors
events to utterances via Person as opposed todritogcation has semantic consequences for
existential event closure. In particular | arguleat texistential event closure in English is enthidg
temporal event-anchoring; by asserting that antelo@k place at a certain point in time or locafian
speaker consequently asserts that event to exast abjective, extensional sense. Anchoring via
Person, however, differs significantly from anchgrvia Time or Location, as it is inherently
intensional or subjective. In asserting that a speget-participant participated in an event, onedne

not necessarily assert that event to exist in §ectiise, extensional sense.

Because Ritter & Wiltschko also argue that entitregeneral — i.e., both events and individuals
- are anchored via the functional category Persdlackfoot, | further proposed that the semantic

consequences proposed for events should likewiseftioindividuals. Thus | proposed that the where
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existence is asserted for English individuals, Blaat individuals should instead encode a semantic
property related to speech-act-participancy. | edginat Blackfoot NPIs provide evidence to thigeff
— where English NPIs have an existential propédréy is obligatorily forced within the scope of
negation, Blackfoot NPIs have a property of spesatiparticipancy that is forced within the scope of

negation.

Following this, | argued that preliminary investiigas suggest that Blackfoot's nominal

domain lacks existential assertions in generateatsrelying on either

) presuppositions of existence, or
i) light existential predicates from the verbal domain

To be more specific, | argued that demonstratibase plurals, strong quantifiers and possessor-
inflection in Blackfoot presuppose existence, whsreardinal numbers and weak quantifiers in

Blackfoot rely on light existential predicates frahe verbal domain to assert existence.

The aim of chapter four has been to i) introdueepioposal that the content of a Blackfoot’s
anchoring node has semantic consequences foriaasesf existence with respect to both events and
individuals, and ii) provide evidence from the naalidomain that this proposal has merit, at leatt w
respect to asserting the existence of individuliighe next chapter | return to the clausal/eviemhain,
investigating consequences for the proposal thateial event closure in Blackfoot differs
significantly from existential event closure in Hisf. | suggest that whether or not an event israsg
to exists corresponds to asserting a categorigti-tralue, and provide preliminary evidence thattty

assertions in English and Blackfoot differ in a veayresponding to the predictions of my proposal.
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5.0CHAPTER FIVE : CONSEQUENCES FORTRUTH-ASSERTIONS

In this chapter | return to the clausal/event demand look at the possible semantic
consequences for the proposal put forth in theiposvchapter — i.e., that assertions of event-encs
in Blackfoot have a different status from assediohevent-existence in English, due to the faat th
events are anchored via fundamentally differentmapavents being anchored via the (ostensibly)
extensional category Tense in English, and evezitgytanchored via the inherently intensional
category Person/Participant in Blackfoot. | suggleat asserting the existence of an event is a
equivalent to asserting the categorical truth-vaiua proposition. With this intuition, | predidie
consequences of the above proposal to surface iexjpression of truth-values. Thus where an
unmarked utterance in English is (purportedly)restance of a categorical truth-assertion, | suggest

that an unmarked utterance in Blackfoot is notrestaince of a categorical truth-assertion.

| speculate that this is related to an observdbothe related Algonquian language Cree - that
the unmarked illocutionary speech-act appears todrely the presentation of a proposition, as
opposed to a presentation of a proposition as-tiiue, a categorical truth-assertion (cf. Blain &
Déchaine 2007). In order to make my analysis coibigatvith Blain & Déchaine's observations, |
slightly amend my stand on the syntactic differebe®veen English and Blackfoot. In particular, |
suggest that the content parameter setting onslnibt a strict categorical difference (as prestirie
Ritter & Wiltschko 2005) but rather encodes a mdrass distinction. Following this | suggest that
there is also evidence for Blackfoot, such thatuhmarked illocutionary speech-act does not hage th

status of a categorical truth-assertion.

5.1 Anchoring Events via Person and its Consequere®r Truth-Assertions

5.1.1 Asserting the existence of an event and assgrthe truth-value of a proposition

The leading questions for this chapter are asvial What does it mean to assert that a
proposition is true, and what does it mean to asisat an event exists? The first thing to acknolgke
is that these two questions do not ask the samg.tBivents and propositions are different types of
entities, as several researchers have pointedsmyg Marious syntactic and semantic evidence (cf.
Vendler 1967, 1968, 1975, Baeuerle 1987, ZuccBB)9Thus while an event can be asserted to exist

(or not exist), and they can be asserted tsltne, suddenortake a long timécf. Vendler 1967,
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Zucchi 1993), we generally do not speak of evestigearing a value of either true or false. Likewise
while it has been argued that events are akin ysipal objects, like individuals, which can be at=
to exist, we generally do not speak of propositiaaphysical objects which can be asserted to, exist

nor do we say that propositions canshmy, sudderor take a long time.

Even with clear evidence that events and promostare different types of entities, there is
nonetheless an intuition that the act of assedimgvent to exist , and the act of asserting agsitpn
to be true are somehow relatedrhis intuition can be theoretically formalizedfalows. First | make
the assumption, following Zucchi (1993), who adaptsratzerian-type situation semantics, that
propositions are sets of possible situations, wAgexents are minimal situations in these setscfduc
1993:xiv).

(192) Definitions
a) Propositions = sets of possible situations
b) Events = minimal situations in a set of polesglituations

(Adapted from Zucchi 1993:xiv)

With these definitions, we can then begin to comswihat it means to assert that a propositioruis. tr

Consider the sentence ih93):

(193) The soprano performs the song (Zuc®hBi66)

According to Zucchi, the proposition expressed 183 is as in194):

% pPart of this intuition is derived from the corriid® between truth-values and morphological temggdgh | have argued to
indicate temporal event-anchoring, and thus thertieas of event-existence). Note, for example,ftilwing quote from
Kearns (2000)Semantic assertability, or the property of beingaential truth-value bearer, is coded syntactigals
what we call finiteness, which is realized as tandenglish"(Kearns 2000:154Thus non-finite clauses like imperatives
which lack morphological tense, correlatingly lahk ability to bear truth-values.
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(194)Asserting a proposition to be true
Proposition expressed
= the set p of possible situations in which theraop performs the song.

i) p is true in a situation s iff s belongs to p.
i) p is true iff the actual world belongs to p.
(Adapted from Zucchi 1993:66)

The crucial aspect of the semantics outlinedLB¥{, for my purposes, is the second clause -“phist
true iff the actual world belongs to p.” | conteth@t by asserting that an event denoted by thaqaied
exists in the real, extensional world, one assbdsthe actual world is a situation which belotwp.
Given the above, this means that by asserting antég exist in the actual world, one asserts its
corresponding proposition to be true. Assertingwant to exist, then, while not being exactly tams,

is equivalent to asserting a proposition to be.true

The consequences for the status of truth-asseritidasglish and Blackfoot can then be worked
out as follows. Because English anchors event#t¢oamces via the utterance time, events are
anchored to, and thus asserted to exist in, thebwatorld. This entails that the actual world is a
situation which belongs to the set of situationwipich make up the proposition expressed by the
speaker, thereby entailing the proposition to lhegwically true. Grammatical event-anchoring for a
unmarked utterandin English is thus the first step in a chain whiehults in a categorical truth-

assertion.

Blackfoot, on the other hand, anchors events &rautces via the speech-act-participants. |
proposed in the previous chapter that because IH@adicipancy is inherently subjective/intensignal
the grammatical requirement that an event be aedharBlackfoot does not require an assertion about
the existence of the event in the actual world,ratiier an assertion about the existence of theteve
relative to the speech-act participants. The camsecg for this is that grammatical event-anchoiring
Blackfoot does not entail that the actual world situation which belongs to p —i.e., that p is
categorically true. The status of an utterancelactigoot therefore need not be a categorical truth-
assertion, but an assertion of truth rather méeethe first clause ofl04) — that “p is true in a

% | make the qualification “unmarked” because Ergtitearly has means to avoid making categoric#hassertions, eg.
modals, evidential tags, etc. This will be addrdsaesection 5.2.
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situation s iff s belongs to p,” where the quaétion “in a situation,” reflects the sense of rei&f or

subjectiveness associated with the perspectivieeo$peech-act-participants.

The question now is whether there is any evideodhis effect — that unmarked utterances in
English and Blackfoot make different kinds of tratdsertions. Here | suggest that Blain & Déchaine’s
(2007) observations for the related Algonquian leage Plains Cree can provide a hint as to the kind
of evidence to look for.

5.1.2 Blain & Déchaine (2007) — The Presentativerkation of Evidentials

Blain & Déchaine (2007) are primarily interesteceiwidentiality, where evidentiality is defined
as means of encoding a speaker’s information sdardée proposition expressed. They present two
main ideas. The first idea, which | address onlgfly, is that evidentials are not associated waith
specific syntactic locus, either within or acromsduages (contra Cinque 1999, Speas 2004). They
argue that evidentials instead can be associatibdseveral different syntactic domains (CP, IP,Asp
or VP), where the evidentials associated with dififi¢ syntactic domains will have correspondingly
different morphological and semantic propertiessTé their Evidential Domain Hypothesis (Blain &
Déchaine 2006, 2007). The second idea that Bladé&haine introduce is the notion that the
pragmatic function of evidentials is poesenta proposition, where the act of presenting a psiijom
is substantially different from the act of assegtanproposition. This is the aspect of their prapdsat

is relevant for the issues discussed here.

The notion that evidentials have a presentativetfan is not new — Blain & Déchaine note that
both McDowell (1991) and Faller (2002) acknowledgeorrelation between evidentials and a
presentative illocutionary mode. Blain & Déchaintéed, however, in that where McDowell and Faller
treat this presentative illocutionary mode as atgple of assertion, Blain & Déchaine argue for a
categorical distinction between the two differdlnicdutionary modes. They thus propose that among
the inventory of illocutionary modes there is asaative illocutionary mode, and a distinct, separat
presentative illocutionary mode. The point of ierfor the subject-matter at hand, is how the
distinction between these two types of speechiadsawn - Blain & Déchaine characterize the
difference between these two types of illocutionaydes as follows: while the assertive introduces a

truth-claim, the presentative does not. This iestdttized below in195).
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(195) Blain & Déchaine (2007: A distinction in idationary acts)

Assertion Present (p) as true "Assertive speech-act"

Presentation Present (p) "Presentative speech-act"

Blain & Déchaine base this distinction on the gatieation that while using the assertative
illocutionary mode commits the speaker to the tafth proposition, using the presentative
illocutionary mode only commits the speaker to hgwa source of information. This can be illustrated
with the following examples. The utterance 196) by Speaker A is unmarked for evidentialityd an
thus an instance of an assertive speech act. Théhtt Speaker A commits to the truth of their
proposition can be seen by the fact that Speaker@Ble to felicitously challenge the truth-clainade

by Speaker A.

(196) Speaker A:Vanessa loved eating the omelettes at brunch.

Speaker B:You're a liar. | know for a fact that she’s vegan

(so she wouldn’t have eaten the omelettes).
(Based on examples from Blain & Déchaine 2007)

Consider now the utterance ib9(). The utterance made by Speaker A is overtikethwith an
evidential parenthetical, and thus an instancepkaentative speech act. The fact that Speakerea d
not introduce a truth-claim can be seen by thetfaatt Speaker B cannot felicitously challenge the
truth-claim made by Speaker A, as shown by thdiaite of 197)a).
(197) Speaker A: Ewan said [Vanessa loved eating the omelettbauatch].

a) Speaker B:#You're a liar. | know for a fact that she’s vegan

b) Speaker B: Well, Michelleroc said Vanessa hated the omelettes.

C) Speaker B: You're wrong... Ewan wasn’t even at brunch.

(Based on examples from Blain & Déchaine 2007)
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What can be challenged, however, is the sourceliability of the source of information, as shown b
the felicity 0f197)b) andt)*®.

An observation that Blain & Déchaine make is tlhile in English the assertative is
morphologically unmarked, and the presentative thyerarked, in Plains Cree, the opposite is true.
Thus while there are overt evidentials in PlaineeCia bare CP unmarked for evidentiality nonetlseles
has evidential force, indicating first-person exgece (cf. Cook & Muehlbauer 2007, Cook, in prep.)

(198) Markedness and the Assertive Versus Presenfatinction

Assertive Presentative

1%

a. unmarked clauses haweSERTATIVE force marked English

b. unmarked clauses hawRESENTATIVEfOrce marked P.Cree

This phenomenon is not restricted to Plains Créderdanguages which employ frequent use of
evidentials often display a property like this.|IEa(2002) notes that unmarked utterances in Cuzco
Quechua, for instance, are nonetheless interpestédovertly marked with a direct evidential. The
overt morphological presence of the direct eviddmgsults in an utterance understood as having
stronger illocutionary strength than a normal asseror being emphatic (Faller 2002:164).

Blain & Déchaine also provide evidence that Pl&nse and English differ according to the
distributional markedness of evidential utteran€stng data from Chafe (1986), Blain & Déchaine
point out that spoken and written English makekelitse of evidentiality. In discourse there are
relatively few occurrences of utterances that iaticone’s source of information — eg., the occureen
indicating induction, sensory evidence or hearsay@atively low. This is shown in the diagram in
(199).

190 A question raised by Duk-Ho An is whether or it tistinction shown betweeh96) and 197) is reproducible in
Blackfoot. Unfortunately, while the parentheticaklis in have been argued to function like eviéésin English by
researchers like Simons (2007), to my knowledgesthas been little or no research on whether igtbaist evidentials in
Blackfoot, and ii) if so, how they behave. | theref leave this question as a matter for furthezaesh.
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(199) (Blain & Déchaine 2007:6; adapted frohma 1986)

Evidentiality in English conversation and Academic Writing

18.0 4

17.0
16.0 A\

14.0 189

12.0 \
10.0 \\-\10.2
8.0

6.0

4.0

Occurence per thousand words
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Evidential types in terms of attitude towards knowledge

\—O—Spoken English —=— Written English\

Reproducing Chafe’s study with respect to PlairseCBlain & Déchaine show that (at least for
spoken Plains Cree), the discourse frequency ofeetially-marked utterances is markedly different.
Occurrences of utterances indicating inductionsegnevidence and hearsay are notably more
frequent in Plains Cree than in English. This digpdetween spoken English and spoken Plains Cree

is shown in diagram2Q0).
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(200) (Blain & Déchaine 2007:7)

Evidentiality in Spoken English and Spoken Cree
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To summarize to this point, Blain & Déchaine (20p@pose that utterances with and without
evidential force are fundamentally different widspect to their illocutionary type; where non-
evidential utterances are instances of an assewech-act, which is associated with truth-claim,
evidential utterances are instances of a preseatgpieech-act, which is not associated with a-ruth
claim. They further propose that English and Pl&nse differ as to which illocutionary force is the
unmarked and default — while English has the astbegtas its default speech-act, Plains Cree heas th
presentative as its default speech act. Evidenddi®distinction comes from the diverging patseat
morphological and distributional markedness, wébpect to these two types of speech-acts, for each
language respectively.

At this point a clarification is required regardingpat Blain & Déchaine mean by their proposal
that the unmarked Plains Cree utterance is a piasanspeech-act, and therefore not associatddawit
truth-claim. A question that arises is as folloWs speaker is not making a statement about hew th
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actual world is, what are they doing? Considerfdfiewing excerpt regarding their view on
evidentialized statements: “Evidentiality is inhettg perspectival: the speaker necessarily presents
his/her perspective on the information source” {{B& Déchaine 2007:9). From this we can see that
Blain & Déchaine are not claiming that unmarkedrd&ree utterances are completely void of
informative content regarding the actual wotidRather, they conceptualize the presentative $peec
act as an illocutionary mode that does not comineitspeaker to avbjectivetruth-claim, but still
represents a claim, albeit a claim inherently reileed to the speaker’s perspective. Blain & Dénbai
formalize this in terms of Kdlbel's Relativized ThuFramework, laid out as i2Q1) and 202) —they
suggest that evidentialized statements are speasals of what of Kélbel terms “perspective

possession.”
(201) Relativized Truth Framework
a) Truth is relativized to perspective.
perspectivas a function from contents to truth-values:
A content is true according to a given perspeciivibat perspective assigns the value

‘true’ to that context.

b) Perspective possession is the relation thatexdsra thinker to the world that she or he

inhabits.

c) A thinker commits anistakeif s/he believes a content that is not true adogrtb the

perspective he or she possesses (at that time)

(Koélbel 2002:100, cited by Blain & Déchaine 2007:9)

191 Which would be a rather strange state of things.
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(202) Constraints on perspective possession

Cl Constraint on evaluation of non-objective catge
For all p: p isnon-objectiveiff it is possiblethat there be thinkers A and B, such

thatp is true in A’s perspective andp is not true in B’s perspective.

C2 Constraint on evaluation of objective contents
For all p: p isobjective iff it is not possiblethat there be thinkers A and B, such

thatp is true in A’s perspective andp is not true in B’s perspective.

C3 Constraint on Truth-Norm
For all thinkers t and all perspectives s:
a thinker t possesses a perspective s iff foraatents p:

the thinker t ought to believe p only if p is tinethe perspective s.

(from Koélbel 2002:102f, cited in Blain & Déchain@@7:9)

To summarize, the aspects of Blain & Déchaine’ppsal that are relevant for the issues
addressed here is that while in English, unmarksegtances are instances of assertive speech-acts —
commitments to a categorical truth-claim; in Plairee unmarked utterances are instances of
presentative speech-acts. Unmarked utterancesiinsRCree are thus not commitments to a
categorical/objective truth-claim, but rather cortim@nts to a representation of perspectivized

information.

Recall that the main aim of this chapter is to ptevsome preliminary evidence for the claim
that while event-anchoring in English entails aenance in English to be an instance of a categloric
truth-assertion, event-anchoring in Blackfoot doesentail an utterance in Blackfoot to be a
categorical truth-assertion. | suggested that s&8lackfoot anchors events via an inherently
subjective category — Person/Participant — eveahaiing does not entail a categorical, objective
truth-assertion, instead entailing an assertiamnudh relativized with respect to the perspectiVéhe
speech-act-participants. Taking into account treepkations made by Blain & Déchaine, a reasonable
course of action to pursue, then, would be to $efmcphenomena in Blackfoot that parallel the

phenomena observed for Plains Cree. At the foreekier, there is an minor difficulty to this task.
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Note that Blain & Déchaine crucially makes usehaf hotion ofmarkedness while they argue that
unmarked utterances in Plains Cree are not asedaiath a commitment to an objective truth-claim,
they do not claim that objective truth-claims ampossible. The syntactic framework as laid out by
Ritter & Wiltschko (2005), however, is formulatadterms of a discrete parametric choice. Because
the proposals for the syntax-semantics interfaopgsed here are based on their syntactic framework,
the proposed consequences for the syntax-sematdiface should likewise be formulated in terms of
a discrete parametric choice, as opposed to a djrasteon of markedness. In the following section |
address how this discrepancy can be resolved,tnegd&itter & Wiltschko’s syntactic framework in
terms of a graded notion of markedness, as opposediscrete parametric choice. After this brief
detour, | return to the task of detecting phenomaerilackfoot that parallel the relevant phenomena

for Plains Cree.

5.2 Anchoring by TP, P or LocP: Discrete choice, or markedness?

The main theme of this thesis is that Ritter & Bahko’s (2005) syntactic proposal — the

Parametric Infl Substantiation Hypothesis as2@3)- has consequences for syntax-semantics ineerfa
(203) The Parametric Infl Substantiation Hypothesis
Discrete Parametric choice in Anchoring Nodes:
Clausal Anchoring node IP:
a. Tense (TP)

b. Location (LocP)
c. Speech-Act-Participant (PartP)

English a. Tense (IP=TP)
Halkomelem b. Location (IP=LocP)
Blackfoot c. Speech-Act-Participant (IP=PartP)

Focusing on Blackfoot, in the last two chaptersdposed that one consequence of their proposal is
that because entities are anchored via an inhgraulbjective category in Blackfoot — i.e.

Person/Participancy — as opposed to via an ostgrabiective category like Tense in English - where
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English encodes existential assertions, Blackiftgitad encodes subjectivized notions associatid wi
speech-act participancy. | suggested this is @ise or both kinds of entities — both individuatsl a
events, and that the consequences for events csgebanore clearly when looking at the notion of
truth-assertion. My proposed consequences fonthias-semantics interface are summarized below in
(204):

(204) Proposed Consequences for the Syntax-Sersdnterface

a) FOR INDIVIDUALS:

Where English encodes assertions of existencekBlacwill encode subjectivized

notions associated with the speech-act participants

b) FOR EVENTS

Where English encodes objective truth-assertiotes;kBoot will encode subjectivized

notions associated with the speech-act participants

The issue addressed in this section is the stresfdtie predictions made when taking into accohat t
proposed consequences 204), and the fact that Ritter & Wiltschko 2005g@et the difference in
anchoring nodes between languages like Englisttkiglat and Halkomelem as a discrete parametric
choice. A language either has Tense as the sulestanmfl, or a language has Person as its substan
for Infl, or a language has Location as it substdioc Infl. The proposal does not provisions suwt t

a language may anchor via Tense in one contexinaytchoose to anchor via Person in another

context.

The problem that arises when taking the discrgtecf their proposal in hand with the
proposed consequences 204), is that the predictions made are too strdrtge choice of Infl is
discrete and parametric, then the semantic pr@seeticoded on the Infl should also be discrete and
parametric. This means that whenever an utteranEaglish makes use of its Infl node, we predict
that it either asserts the objective truth of theppsition, or its negation. This likewise mearet th

whenever an utterance in Blackfoot makes use dfifksiode, we predict that it either asserts tba-n
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objective truth of the proposition, or its negatf8nThis is already problematic when just considering
English, which clearly has instances of IPs whespeaker makes a commitment to something less
than a categorical, objective truth-claim. Any seae with modals in English, for example, is arclea
example of this. These too-strong predictions cawr to individuals and the nominal domain as well
with the standard assumption that the clausal angimal domain are parallel in structure and what
they encode (cf. Szabolcsi 1994, Bennis, Corverikkkén 1998, Elouazizi & Wiltschko 2006).

(205) Parallelism between the Nominal and ClausahBin®

If the content of the nominal equivalent of an asraing node (which | designate here as Bg is
proposed to be discrete and parametric, then tharst&c properties encoded on the should likewise
be discrete and parametric. This means that whemevEnglish nominal contains &, we predict

that the use of this nominal either asserts theative existence of the individual, or its non-¢aie,
via temporal notions. Likewise, whenever a Blackfoominal contains aP, we predict that the use of
this nominal asserts some relation between the marand the speech-act participants. Again, that is
least problematic for English. Consider for examgleglish indefinites, which are infamous for their
problematic behaviour with respect to their exiseproperties and scope. The interesting thing to

note here is that the problematic wide-scope ptgdrspecific indefinites is often attributed to

102| abstract away from Halkomelem as | have notpeisidered how or whether Ritter & Wiltschko’s pospl may affect
its syntax-semantics interface — while | can cohealize Person/Participancy being quite differeanhf Tense on account
of the objective/non-objective distinction, | havet thought out how/whether Tense and Location [faal aspects and
spatial aspects) might diverge in an interesting.wa

103 Note that this diagram is just a schematic, a@vehadopted a split VP framework in Chapter Thassuming the
existence of an AspP. Continuing along with theitleat the nominal and clausal domain are parallgfructure (as well
as what they encode), this predicts that there dvexist a parallel lower functional phrase in tleenmal domain. | suggest
that this functional phrase in English is equival® Borer’s (2005a) ClassifierP, a functionalgse which encodes the
mass/count distinction. As for Blackfoot, | conjaet that its parallel lower functional phrase iswehthe
animate/inanimate distinction may be encoded.\ddarther inquiries into this direction for furtheesearch.
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notions related to the speech-act-participantstaere2002, for instance, attributes the appearahce
wide and intermediate-scope readings as fallingroat the fact that indefinites can be interpredsd
choice-functions, where choice-functions pick auiradividual from a restrictor set. Different
restrictor sets result in the different scope negsli and where the indefinite appears to have wides
scope, the restrictor set is often bound bysiheaker This would be a surprising state of things if we
were to assume that nominals in English could belanchored via temporal means, and could not be

anchored via the speech-act-participants.

(206) The Overly-strong Predictions made with acBate Framework

a) For the Clausal Domain and Events:

Blackfoot IP = PartP :
Can only assert notions of Participancy, and caasseért notions related to
Time or Loc-

English IP = TP:
Can only assert truth wrt. to Time, and cannotra$&aticipant- or Location-
related notions.

b) For the Nominal Domain and Individuals:

Blackfoot P:
Can only assert notions of speech-act-participaaicgt,cannot assert notions

related to Time or Location

English P:
Can only assert existence via notions of time amhot assert notions of

speech-act-participancy or Location

The take-home message here is that with the setr@mtsequences as proposed, situated within the
originally discrete syntactic framework adopted kenaredictions that are too strong. Fortunately,

Blain & Dechaine’s approach to Plains Cree pointaials a way to avoid these overly-strong
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predictions. Recall that Blain & Déchaine propdseirtideas within anarkednesframework. If the
content of a language's anchoring node need ndéteemined as a discrete choice, but rather through
language-specifimarkednessettings®, the overly-strong predictions can be softenediddrhis
recasting of Ritter & Wiltschko’s Parametric InflilSstantiation Hypothesis, a clausal anchoring node
can access all three options for anchoring, TenBg, (Location (LocP), or Participancy (PartP). Wher
languages differ is according to which option isrenmarked (i.e., which is the default setting) Thus
English, IP can access either Tense, Loc or Ppaiay, but Tense is the unmarked choice. In
Blackfoot, IP can access either Tense, Loc or &paincy, but Participancy is the unmarked choige. |
Halkomelem, IP can access either Tense, Loc orckRamcy, but Location is the unmarked choice.

This revision of the Parametric Infl Substantiatidypothesis is schematized as 207) below:

(207) Revised Parametric Infl Substantiation Hypstk

Clausal Anchoring node IP:
a. Tense (TP)
b. Location (LocP)
c. Speech-Act-Participant (PartP)

English a. Tense UNMARKED (IP=TP)
b. Location

c. Speech-Act-Participant

Halkomelem a. Tense
b. Location UNMARKED (IP=LocP)
c. Speech-Act-Participant

Blackfoot a. Tense
b. Location

c. S.A Participant UNMARKED (IP=PartP)

1% Thanks to Rose-Marie Déchaine for pointing ous thption to me
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With the syntactic properties of anchoring nodaadpparameterized according to a notion of
markedness, the corresponding consequences feymitex-semantics interface can likewise be
parameterized according to a notion markedness$ iMg provision in place, we can now return to the
original task of finding evidence in Blackfoot thadrallels that of the observations made for Plains
Cree - i.e., finding evidence that the unmarkedratice in Blackfoot is not an instance of an object

categorical truth-assertion.

5.3 Categorical Truth-Assertions in Blackfoot are Marked Utterances

The goal of this section is to provide evidencetl@ proposal that, like Plains Cree, unmarked
utterances in Blackfoot aretinstances of objective, categorical truth-assestidinyou recall, most of
the evidence/motivation for Blain & Déchaine’s pospl for Plains Cree focused on evidentiality.

They argued that

i) unmarked utterances in Plains Cree are nonethelespreted with evidential

(speaker experience) force, and

i) the frequency of utterances with evidential forc@lains Cree are inverse to that of
English, with Plains Cree discourse making use ofenutterances with evidential

force.

The problem with attempting to reproduce theseraegus for Blackfoot is that unlike most other
Algonquian languagé®, Blackfoot does not have a highly articulateddenitial system. | argue,
however, that Blackfoot still behaves like Plaing€in that its unmarked utterances are not
categorical truth-assertions. The evidence | p@¥dre is in the form of its obvious corollary ola+
i.e., that instances of objective truth-claims iadkfoot aremarkedutterances — either
morphologically and/or with respect to distributiorsuggest the evidence presents itself in then for

one of Blackfoot’s epistemic modals.

195 And Cuzco Quechua, which display similar behaviouPlains Cree to this respect
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5.3.1 An Epistemic Modal in Blackfoot: Blackfootna-

Bliss & Ritter (2007) argue that preverbal morpharaeis an epistemic modal. Their argument
is based on the semantic grounds tf@tmarked clauses are associated with speaker dgrthat the
event in question occurred. This is indicated leydhta in 208), which shows a minimal pair
distinguished only by the presence of absencwefRegarding the difference in meaning between the
minimal pair, Bliss & Ritter note that their langyeaconsultant remarked as #00), such that thea-

marked clause can only be used when the speakert#&n that the event occurred.

(208) Ost i (na)isapiipommaa pisatssaisski mahi
ostoyi na-i-sapiipomma-(w)a pisatssaisski matonni
3sgrro NA-coNn-plant.vai-3 flower yesterday

"S/he (NA) planted flowers yesterday."
(Bliss & Ritter 2007a:4)
(209)
Re: Usingna-
Speaker Comment: "You cannot say this if you damiw, you have to know it for sure.”
(Bliss & Ritter 2007a:2)

With the goal of this section in mind, | argue ttfas constitutes possible evidence that
morphologically unmarked utterances in Blackfo@ aot instances of categorical truth-assertions. In
particular, | propose that the above observatioasampatible with the hypothesis timat- marked
clauses are instances of categorical truth-asasrtishile unmarked clauses (clauses lackiag) are

not.

One interesting thing to note is thet- as an epistemic modal displays an inverse behateou
English modals, with respect to its semanticsisasdcurrence lends an increased strength of assert
whereas in English, epistemic modals tend to wedkestrength of the assertion (cf. Kratzer 1991).
This can be illustrated by the data below, wheeenttodal-marked utterances RiLQ) are weaker than

their unmarked counterparts R1(1):
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(210)
a) The Maorimusthave come from Tabhiti.
b) It mustbe raining in Chicago.
C) Bluebearanustbeat his wife.

d) Clark Kentmight be Superman
e) The Presidemhight have known what North was up to.
(Adapted from McDowell 1991:311)

(211)
a) The Maori came from Tabhiti.
b) It is raining in Chicago.
C) Bluebeard beats his wife.

d) Clark Kent is Superman
e) The President knew what North was up to.
(McDowell 1991:312)

This inverse behaviour is expected under the paramiocutionary markedness hypothesis, as
adapted from Blain& Déchaine. If an unmarked clangenglish is an objective, categorical truth-
assertion, presumably an assertion of the highesigth, we expect marked clauses to have a weaker
force as there is nowhere else to go. If in Blackfon the other hand, an unmarked clause is not an
objective, categorical truth-assertion, then a mdrlause has the option to provide that level of

assertive strength. This is schematized below é21iB).
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(212)

Recall that under the revised Parametric Infl Saisdtion Hypothesis adopted here, these
epistemic modally-marked utterances should constinstances of marked anchoring options — e.g., a
na- marked clause in Blackfoot should be an instafi@ent-anchoring via temporal (or possibly
location) means, and tmeight/mustmarked clauses in English should be an instanesarit-
anchoring via Person/Participancy. There are tvedliptions that fall out from these assumptions, one

syntactic and one semantic.

5.3.2 Two Predictions

The syntactic prediction is that if these epistemardlally marked clauses are instances of the
respective languages accessing marked anchorimnepthen the epistemic modals should be in
complementary distribution with morphemes thatansate the unmarked method of anchoring in each
language respectively. Thus the epistemic maahédhtandmustin English should be in
complementary distribution with morphological tenged the epistemic modaa- in Blackfoot should
be in complementary distribution with the persoafpesnit- andkit-. Both English and Blackfoot
show this prediction to have merit — as is well-skmomodals and morphological tense in English are

in complementary distribution. This can be seemhgydata below in213)

154



155

(213)Mustandmightcannot occur with Temporal Anchoring morphologiteaise

a)
b)

C)
d)

e)

f)

The Maorcamefrom Tabhiti

*The Maorimust camefrom Tahiti

It wasraining in Chicago

*It must wasraining in Chicago

He walled to the store.

*He must walked to the store.

As for Blackfoot, it is also the case thm- is in complementary distribution with the persoafixes.
This is shown by the data below 21¢)

(214)Na- cannot occur with Person-Anchoring Prefixds, Kit-

a) Nitokska’si b) Kitokska’si C) (nd)okska’siwa
nit-okska’si kit-okska’si n@)-okska’si-wa
1-run.vai 2-run.vai NA-run.vai-3
‘I ran.’ ‘You ran.’ ‘S/he ran.’

d) *Nanitokska’si e) *Nakitoska'si
na-nit-okska’si na-kit-okska’si
NA-1-run.vai NA-2-run.vai
‘I ran’ ‘You ran.’

(Bliss & Ritter 2007a:4)

As a notena- can occur with the inclusive plural suffix markas, shown below ir2(L5). This

indicates, as noted by Bliss and Ritter, that tleempatibility betweema- andnit/kit is not a semantic

—i.e., itis not the case thaa- is encoded with third-person semantics.
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(215)
(nd) kska's®'p
(na)-okska'sie'p
NA-run.vai21
‘We ran.’ (Data from Bliss & Ritter 2007)

The semantic prediction made, assuming that theteapic modal marked clauses are instances
of the languages accessing marked anchoring opimtisat these clauses should show some semantics
associated with the semantic properties of thevaglermarked anchoring option. More concretely, the
Englishmust/might marked clauses should carry some semantics retagseech-act-participanty,
and the Blackfooha- marked clauses should carry some temporal sersaitics prediction is
likewise supported in both languages. First, emgtanodals in English are generally analyzed as
guantifiers over possible worlds, where these fbssvorlds are defined in terms of knowledge — i.e.
in view of what is known. This body of knowledggresents what is known by the speech-act-
participants — either the speaker and/or héHre8econdna-marked clauses in Blackfoot are
associated with temporal semanti€sin fact, Frantz (1991) analyzea- as a past-tense marker, and
Bliss & Ritter likewise show thata-marked clauses (unlike unmarked clauses) are inabhi@ with a
non-past context®. This is shown bya16) below. So while unmarked Blackfoot clauses are
compatible with either a past or present interpi@ta(abstracting away from the

perfective/imperfective distinctionja-marked clauses cannot be interpreted as present.

(216)
Naisiksipiiwayi ani John
na-i-siksip-(y)ii-wa-ayi an-(y)i John
NA-conn-bite.vtabIR-3SG-DTP DEM-3’ John
‘It (the dog) bit John.’
‘It (the dog) is biting John.’ (Ritter 2007:19)

1% or have spatial semantics, if accessing Locatioa marked anchoring option.

197 As pointed out to me by Duk-Ho An, the majorityutferances, modally-marked or not, of course, goasent the
knowledge of the speech-act-participants. The egledifference, however, is that non-modally-markédrances do not
linguistically encodehe limited knowledge base of the speech-actqpénts, whereas modally-marked utterances do.
198 Recall from Chapter Two and Three that unmarkads®s in Blackfoot (i.e., nara- marked clauses), by contrast, are
interpretable as either past, or non-past, whetralting for perfectivity.

19 BJiss & Ritter argue, however, that the past-teingerpretation oha- is an indirect consequence of its semantics as an
epistemic modal. They argue that becansseencodes speaker certaintg- results in a past-tense interpretation on the
assumption that a speaker can only be certain ef/ant’s occurrence after the fact (Bliss & Ri2€07:10)
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To summarize to this point, | have argued thatsgaumarked by the epistemic modat in
Blackfoot can be analyzed as instances of objeat&tegorical truth-assertions, the corollary ofalih
implies that unmarked clauses in Blackfoot areinsiances of objective, categorical truth-assestion
Situating this within the framework of this thedisuggest thata- marked clauses are instances of
Blackfoot accessing a marked anchoring option €ifipally, temporal anchoring. | further proposed
that under this proposal, several empirical obg@ma can be derived, such as i) the fact tizais in
complementary distribution with the unmarked anaigmorphemes in Blackfoot— i.e., the person
prefixes, and ii) the fact thag- is associated with temporal semantics. | alsogseg that clauses
marked by the epistemic modatsghtandmustin English are analyzeable in a parallel manner to
Blackfoot’'sna-.| thus argue that these clauses are instancesghkmaccessing a marked anchoring
option — specifically anchoring via speech-act4pgrants. Evidence for this proposal is that the
epistemic modalmightandmustshow a parallel (albeit inverse) pattern to Black®s na-, in that i)
might/mustare in complementary distribution with the unmark@choring morphemes in English —
i.e., morphological tense, and might/mustare associated with a notion anchored to the (kedye of

the) speech-act-participants.

So as not to misrepresent Bliss & Ritter (20075 important to acknowledge that my analysis
diverges from theirs in several not insignificargys. For instance, whereas | analgaeas merging
in Infl, Bliss & Ritter argue thata- is an abstract modal NA- that merges in Comp. Assg Infl-
Comp raising, they suggest that when the persdixpsait-/kit- raise to Comp, NA- is not
phonetically realized, but that when the syntastiiacture lacksit-/kit- to raise to Comp, NA- is
spelled out asa-. As | understand it, their motivation for situaina-in Comp as opposed to Infl is
grounded in a principle associated with Distributéorphology, such that vocabulary items compete
for insertion at a syntactic position, which is@gated with specific syntactic features. Vocabylar
items that match more of these syntactic feataed,make a greater semantic contribution, “win” the
competition, and are therefore inserted. With #sisumption, Bliss & Ritter’s argument for situating

na-in Comp as opposed to in Infl is as &17):
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(217)

"If na and person prefixes were both INFL elements, termvould expecta to be inserted instead of
a person prefix because it makes a more specifitas@c contribution, and its contribution is not

recoverable from DPs or agreement suffixes.."

(Bliss & Ritter 2007:11)

Under their assumptions,nfa- andnit-, kit- were both generated in Infijt-, andkit- would never be
inserted, as they would always be blocked by theersemantically content-fula-*'°. According to

the markedness framework adopted in this thesisetier, the fact that botha- andnit-, kit- can both
occur in the Blackfoot can be accounted for unberassumption that the syntactic features of tfie In
node thana- inserts into are different from the syntactic teas of the Infl node thaiit- andkit-

insert into; one is an Infl with temporal conteand therefore holds temporal features), and oma is
Infl with person/participancy content (and therefbiolds Person/participancy features). Under this
analysisna- andnit-, kit- do not differ in absolute terms such that onmase semantically content-ful
than the other— the fact thait- andkit- are not always blocked ma- can be due to the fact tha-
wins the vocabulary insertion competition when Iafencoded with temporal features, and thiat

/kit- win the vocabulary insertion competition when Isfencoded with Person features. Note that in
English, morphological tense and the epistemic nsadayht/musido not stand in an absolute blocking
relationship in English eith€r, despite the fact that standard analyses hold thédwoth be
morphological instantiations of the same syntaatide, and despite the fact that the semantic nbnte
of morphological tense could ostensibly be recdvlerfom overt time adverbials like “yesterday,” or

“right now

5.4 Summary of Chapter Five

The main goal of this chapter was to build onpghsposal from the previous chapter —i.e., the

proposal that event-anchoring via the speech-atiegants in Blackfoot, as opposed to via the

110 take this to mean that with their assumptiomsjiig nit- andkit- compete for the same syntactic positiomaswould
predictnit-/kit- to never be attested in Blackfoot, which is cheaidt the case.

H1je., itis not the case that morphological teisssways inserted over modals, or that modalsabways inserted over
morphological tense — both are attested in English.

M2 Overt time adverbials are optional in Englishcofirse, but overt DPs in Blackfoot are also opfios@| assume the

semantic recoverability associated with these efesnare equivalent.
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ostensibly objective category Tense as in Engésitails that assertions of event-existence differ
between the two languages. Thus where event-amghioriEnglish entails asserting the existence of an
event in the objective, real-world, event-anchoim@lackfoot does not. The new development in this
chapter concerns where the proposed differenceisteatial event-assertions shows semantic effect.
suggest that the affected party are truth-assestgpecifically | argue that asserting existencarof
objective, real-world event is equivalent to asegrthe objective, categorical truth of a propasiti
Because Blackfoot event-anchoring via Person/Rpaicy does not entail asserting the existence of
an objective real-world event, | argue that Bladitfpropositions therefore need not be instances of

objective, categorical truth-claims.

In seeking evidence for this proposal, | looke@kain & Déchaine’s (2007) observation that
languages can differ according to the default Utamary force of their unmarked utterances. Thus
where English has a categorical truth-assertiatsagefault, unmarked illocutionary force, weaker,
perspectival assertions or “presentations” beirgrtby marked; a language like Plains Cree has a
weaker, perspectival assertion or “presentationtsadefault, unmarked illocutionary force, catagar
truth-assertions being overtly marked. In ordeadapt Blain & Déchaine’s observations with the
Parametric Infl Substantiation Hypothesis as ptthfoy Ritter & Wiltschko, in section two | recast
Ritter & Wiltschko’s Parametric Infl Substantiatibtypothesis such that the parametric choice of
whether a language anchors events via tempordlaspapersonal means is formulated as a
markedness distinction, as opposed to a discretmclion. Thus where Ritter & Wiltschko’s original
proposal holds that English, Halkomelem and Blackthffer discretely according to the content of
their anchoring node Infl, Infl in English beingettemporal anchoring node Tense, Infl in Halkomelem
being the spatial anchoring node Location, andiinBlackfoot being the personal anchoring node
Person/Participant, | suggest that the parametingean be modified such that languages can ancho
all three types of anchoring — temporal, spatigé@nsonal — but that each language has a default,
unmarked option. In English, temporal anchorindafault, in Halkomelem, spatial anchoring is
default, and in Blackfoot, personal anchoring itad#.

With this provision in place, in section three gaed that the behaviour of the epistemic modal
na- in Blackfoot is compatible with an analysis in wihha-marked clauses are instances of Blackfoot
accessing one of its marked anchoring options eifsgadly temporal anchoring. This proposal is
motivated by the observation made by Bliss & Ri{®007) thaha-marked clauses are associated with

greater illocutionary or assertive strength thamarked clauses. | argue this to be evidencenhat
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marked clauses are instances of objective, catajdruth-assertions, whereas unmarked clauses, by
corollary, are not. Evidence for this analysis pres in i) the fact thata-marked clauses are
associated with temporal semantics in that theyhacessarily past-tense, and ii) the fact tizais in
complementary distribution with the morphologiaatantiations of unmarked event-anchoring in

Blackfoot — i.e., the personal prefixei-/Kit-.
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6.0CONCLUSION AND DIRECTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

6.1 Summary of Thesis

The main claim of this thesis is that the Pararoéiril Substantiation Hypothesis - as proposed
by Ritter & Wiltschko (2005) and summarized belowas consequences for Blackfoot's syntax-

semantics interface.

(218) THE PARAMETRIC INFL SUBSTANTIATION HYPOTHESIS

-Infl is the universal anchoring node;
-Its content determines how the predicated eweanchored to the speech-event

-Languages have a parametric choice as to theronte

Clausal Anchoring node IP:
a. Tense (TP)
b. Location (LocP)
c. Speech-Act-Participant (PartP)

English a. Tense (IP=TP)
Halkomelem b. Location (IP=LocP)
Blackfoot c. Person/Speech-Act-Participants (IP=PartP)

| proposed two main areas where Blackfoot’s gramwaauld be affected. These are

summarized in419):

(219) BLACKFOOT : Consequences for the Syntax-Semantics Interface

a) FOR SUB-EVENTS AND EVENT-STRUCTURE

Where English encodes relations between sub-eventsmporal notions (inner aspect),

Blackfoot encodes relations between sub-eventaati@ns of person/participancy.
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b) FOR ASSERTING EXISTENCE ANDTRUTH-V ALUES

i) OF INDIVIDUALS (EXISTENCE):

Where English encodes assertions of existencekilacencodes subjectivized

notions associated with the speech-act participants

i) OF EVENTS(EXISTENCE) = OF PROPOSITIONSTRUTH-V ALUES):

Where English encodes objective truth-assertiofesskBoot encodes
subjectivized notions associated with the speetipaticipants.

First | argued that if Blackfoot encodes the relaship between events (eg., the predicated
event, and the speech-event) via notions of ppermay as opposed to via temporal notions, them it i
possible that Blackfoot also encodes the relatipnisatween sub-events (eg. initiating sub-event,
process sub-event, resultant sub-event) via notbparticipancy as opposed to via temporal notibns
argued that by adopting this proposal, we can atdou the fact that where English shows a syntacti
sensitivity to temporally-defined verb-classes (Wlen's aspectual classes), Blackfoot shows a parall
syntactic sensitivity to verb-classes defined l®/shb-event participants (Bloomfield's II/AI/TI/TA
verb classes). There are two consequences foprib@sal. One, in order to properly derive
Blackfoot’s verb classes, we need to assume thamnisitive verbs in Blackfoot are all syntactically
unaccusative. | showed that Blackfoot shows eviddacthis in that its intransitive verbs do not
appear to display an unaccusative/unergative disimwith respect to lexical causatives and that t
default (outer) aspectual interpretation of evenfpivedicates is always perfective. Second, in Biogo
the II/AI/TI/TA distinction as represented syntaetllly (as opposed to Bloomfield and Frantz’s
characterization of this distinction as morpholadjicl predicted that the status of the direct otgef
paratransitive verbs (which inflect as if intrangtbut take direct objects) are syntacticallyidrst
from the status the direct objects of true tramsitierbs. | argued that Blackfoot also shows eviden
for this with respect to the semantics of thesedlsj in that the direct objects of paratransities

necessarily “non-particular,” and behave like ptatks of type <e,t> as opposed to entities of &pe

As for the second area where Blackfoot's grammaffexted, | argued that anchoring via the
inherently subjective category Person/Participatiffers substantially as compared to anchoring via
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the ostensibly objective category Tense, and thiathtas consequences for assertions of existermce an
truth-values. Following Ritter & Wiltschko, who grose that their anchoring proposal holds for all
entities - individuals, as well as events - | assd that any proposed consequences likewise holds f
both individuals and events. The main intuitionvohg the investigations of this section is that by
anchoring an entity via the ostensibly objectiveegary Tense, one objectively asserts the existehce
the relevant entity in the real, extensional woBg.anchoring via the inherently subjective catggor
Person, however, one need not make such a stramg, @nd may instead assert something more
subjective, related to the speech-act-participamsking for evidence to justify this claim, | loe#é
first at individuals, focusing on a context whee aisserted material of nominals are necessaritgdo
within the scope of negation — i.e., Negative Holdtems (NPIs). | showed that where English NPIs
show an existential property that is forced witthia scope of negation, Blackfoot NPIs instead show

property ofspeech-act-participancat is forced within the scope of negation.

With respect to the consequences associated vadrtag) the existence of events, | argued that
the relevant phenomenon to assess is the statuglofssertions, motivated by the intuition that
asserting existence of an objective, real-worlchéigequivalent to asserting the objective, catiegb
truth of a proposition. Because Blackfoot eventkhammng via Person/Participancy does not entail
asserting the existence of an objective real-wevient, | argued that Blackfoot propositions themefo
need not be instances of objective, categoricth4agsertions. In seeking evidence for this claim,
looked to Blain & Déchaine’s proposal that a larggia default illocutionary force need not be
categorical truth-assertion. To make the framevadrthis thesis compatible with Blain & Déchaine’s
proposal, | recast Ritter & Wiltschko’s Parametnft Substantiation Hypothesis such that the
parametric choice of anchoring node is formulated anarkedness parameter, as opposed to a discrete
parameter. Under this reformulation, a language’sdn access either temporal, spatial or personal
anchoring, however, one method of anchoring isséhe default, or unmarked option. For English,
the default anchoring mechanism is temporal, wisef@aBlackfoot the default anchoring mechanism
is personal. With this reformulation, | recast mguanent such that default, unmarked Blackfoot
propositions are not instances of objective, caiegbtruth-assertions. | argued that the distiruzl
and semantic generalizations surrounding the epistasnodalna- constituted evidence for the

corollary argument — that instances of objectiaegorical truth-assertions in Blackfoot are marked
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6.2 Unresolved Issues and Directions for Further Re=arch

6.2.1 Unresolved Issues for Blackfoot

In arguing that Blackfoot sub-events are relatgadtions of participancy, as opposed to via
temporal notions, in effect | am arguing that theantic notions which play a large role in most
studies on event structure, such as telicity/dycaynand boundedness, do not play a role in Blaakfo
event structure. Because of the limited scope oktuagly, | took only a cursory glance at the
consequences for the clausal domain, and did rest ok for any consequences for the nominal

domain. This thus leaves a major roads open faréutesearch.

Looking for possible consequences on the nominadado is a valid pursuit in that several
researcher argue that the semantic property endmdsyntactic telic/atelic distinction on the clals
domain is the same semantic property encoded bgytitactic mass/count distinction on the nominal
domain. For example, Krifka proposes that this semantic distinction of “quantizatibit’, and Borer
(2005) characterizes this as a semantic distinaféguantity*'*” Now, assuming i) that this semantic
property of “quantity/quantization” is not syntaily encoded on Blackfoot's clausal domain, apd ii
that the nominal and clausal domain are parallth bostructure and the semantic properties they
encode, this predicts that there is no “quantitgfdgization” distinction — i.e., mass/count distiont-
encoded syntactically on Blackfoot's nominal doma&ifether Blackfoot shows evidence for this
prediction is thus a question for further reseahbte, however, that there are indications that thi
prediction may bear fruit. As an example, Blackfootinals appear to show fewer restrictions than
English nominals, with respect to pluralizationplrticular, where the plural morpheme in Englsh i

13(11) Krifka’'s (1998) Notion of Quantized

" XLAQUARKX) «" X,y[X(x) UX(Y)®D Y<,X]]
(X is quantized iff for all x,y with the property,X is not a proper part of x)

114(12) Borer’s (2005) notion of “Quantity”
a) P is quantity iff P is not homogenous
b) P is homogenous iff P is cumulative and divasiv

i. P is divisive iff" x[P(x)®$ y(P(y)Uy>x)]U" x,y[P(X)UP (y)Uy<x® P(x-y)]
ii. P is cumulative iff' x [P(X)UP(y)® P(xUy)]
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restricted from appearing with mass nouns, in Blaakthere appears to be no such restriction —

semantically plausible “mass” nouns likeow,andice-creamcan be pluralized grammatically.

(220)
a) omi ist nnikis "ice-cream"”
b) omistsi istnnikists  "ice-creams"
C) omi koonsko "snow"
d) omistsi koonskoistsi "snows"

A follow-up question that arises from this linetbbught is as follows: If the semantic property of
“quantity/quantization” is not being syntacticaéigcoded in Blackfoot, on either the nominal or skdu
domain, what exactlis being encoded? Thus while | suggested that tleetdimverse morphemes
encode the relationship between Blackfoot's subieparticipants, | did not give a detailed breakdow
as to the actual semantics encoded in the relerarthemes. This | leave again, as a venue fordurth
research. There are, however, some clues as thréetion of this further research. Recall that vehe
English aspectual verb classes are sensitive tth&@her not their arguments are mass/count and
plural/singular, the II/AI/TI/TA verb classes in&lkfoot are sensitive to whether or not their
arguments are animate/inanimate and sentient/natresé This suggests that although the
animate/inanimate distinction is usually charaettias being parallel to a gender distinction, its
proper syntactic parallel is actually the mass/talistinction. Whether the animate/inanimate
distinction, and the semantic properties encodethéylirect/inverse morphemes can be unified under

one semantic distinction is thus a possible gaaluture research.

6.2.2 Unresolved Crosslinguistic Implications foivent Structure

In the above proposal, | argued that argumenttstreen English is defined along lines of

temporal aspect, whereas argument structure irkilatis defined along lines of person/participancy
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(221) Different instantiations of the VP Realm: Bv8tructure

UG: English: Blackfoot:

VP VP (temporal) VP(person/participancy)
Event Roles Aspectual Roles Event Participant Roles
() (initiator, measure) (agent, partic2)

These two notions — temporal aspect and persoa twarlines along which it is common for
languages to make a distinction between a nomig@dcusative pattern and an ergative-absolutive
pattern. One question to ask is whether this isgumincidence — or whether it hints of a deeper
connection between argument/event structure aratieity. If this is not a coincidence, questionsar
about where i) the other lines among which langsiagay show a split-ergative pattern (eg. clause-
typing, agentivity), and where ii)the possibilityyrelating sub-events via spatial/locational mectias,
might fit into the picture. Whether these sepathteads can be connected into a consistent acobunt
cross-linguistic difference in split ergativitytisus a possible direction for further research.

Another unresolved issue with respect to croggdistic implications concerns the fact that |
presented the II/AI/TI/TA distinction in Blackfoats evidence that Blackfoot relates sub-events via
notions of participancy as opposed to temporal@spée issue is that the II/AI/TI/TA distinctios i
not a Blackfoot-exclusive phenomenon —this verlsidistinction is a phenomenon that holds for most
Algonquian languages. The question here is whetifact hints at a deep similarity such that that
sub-events in all Algonquian languages are relat@dotions of participancy, as opposed to via
notions of temporal aspect, or whether the famiigeawverb distinction is akin to a biological
homology that derives from a common ancestry, gstdvolved into fundamentally distinct structure
(albeit with a similar appearance). Thus whethereWidence provided for Blackfoot — i.e., the latk
unaccusative/unergative distinction, and the seimdrgtinction between the objects of paratransitiv
and true transitive verbs — hold also for otherokiguian languages is a question for further researc
This issue of whether or not the proposals for Biaat hold for other Algonquian languages is a
legitimate question to ask because although Blaxtidan be characterized as lacking the functional
category Tense — and thus lacking temporal anchotire same cannot be said for related all related
Algonquian languages. Notably, Lochbihler & Math{@008) have argued that Ritter & Wiltschko’s
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proposal for Blackfoot cannot be extended to OjibWeey provide evidence concerning obligatory

wh-agreement, which they argue requires T to henatfonal heat!®.

The third unresolved issue is related to the issltFessed above. Just as there are unresolved
implications for a language like Ojibwe — which mehyow homologies to Blackfoot with respect to the
issue of relating sub-events via Person/Participdmat not with respect to being tenseless — theze
also unresolved implications for languages tteatebeen claimed to be tenseless, yet do not appear to
lack distinctions of telicity, or any evidence thia¢y relate sub-events to each other in an ateshpor
way. An example of such a language is Chinesd.(©cf2003, 2005).What these two issues raise is the
guestion of whether a language may relate eveatern means, yet relate its sub-events via a difter
means — i.e., is it possible that a language latedicated events to utterance events via, f@mele,
temporal means, yet relate its sub-events to ether gia means of participancy? Or for a language t
relate predicated events to utterance events vansef person/participancy, yet relate it sub-event

via temporal means (or any other combinatorial pgation)?
6.2.3 Unresolved Crosslinguistic Implications fotémporal Entity Anchoring

The concerns for tenseless languages also hotidssecond proposal of this thesis — that
objective assertions of existence, and objectigeréi®ns of truth, are a by-product of anchoring
entities via an objective means like Tense. Thestjoe is whether or not other so-called “tenseless”
languages show parallel behaviour with respecsserions of existence and truth. If | am on tiyétri
track, then inquiries into existential assertionglte nominal domain, and truth-values on the ebhus
domain, could prove a diagnostic as to whetheroothe language under debate is tenseless in the
sense presented by Ritter & Wiltschko (2005), dy appears tenseless due to other interfering facto
It can likewise provide clues, if the languageea®ehed truly tenseless, as to the content that may
instantiate Infl for that particular language. Eaample, one premise that can be drawn from the
analysis presented in this thesis is that the seoaroperties of a language's negative polardyng

(NPIs) vary with respect the semantic propertiendrd on the language'si® In particular, the

1> Another possibility is that Ojibwe may be an imsta of a language with an Infl-Asp misalignmenttsthat Ojibwe Infl
is substantiated with temporal content, unlike Rfaot, but Ojibwe Asp is substantiated with contezlaiting to
participancy, like Blackfoot. This would predicathOjibwe would (in unmarked cases) lack sensititotthe mass/count
distinction, as well as notions of telicity/dynaityc See Mathieu 2007, however, for arguments @jdaiwe does encode
the mass/count distinction, and Slavin 2007, fggastions that notions of telicity are relevant@i-Cree.

18 Thanks to Martina Wiltschko for pointing me towar@arrie Gillon's dissertation, to find possibledidates for narrow-
"locational" scope NPIs in Salish.
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property that is necessarily narrow-scope will orithe content of Infl. Here | present a very

preliminary look at possible implications for Sélis

Ritter & Wiltschko (2005) argue that Upriver Halketem (Salish) also lacks the syntactic
node Tense, instead anchoring events to utterate@sLocation node. Taken with my analysis, this
then predicts that NPIs in Upriver Halkomelem migave a narrow scope "location” property. While |
do not have relevant data for Upriver Halkomeldmeyé may be evidence of a narrow-scope "location”
NPI from other Salish languages. | tentatively sgjgvhat Gillon (2006) terms "non-deictic polarity

D-determiners” to be examples of stich

Gillon (2006) proposes that &kwi7mesh D-determiners differ according to whether they
have deictic properties, or whether they don't hamietic properties. She provides evidence that thi
distinction shows up in several other Salish laggsaand that in some languages (NIhe7kepmxcin,
St'at'imcets, Nuxalk) the non-deictic D-determingppear to be polarity items as well. The following
guote describes the properties of the non-deictitei2rminers in NIhe7kepmxcin:

It appears thdt is a non-assertion of existence D-determingradarity item, as it
is almostexclusively found in non-factive sentenceKarsten Koch p.c.)...it also
appears to lack deictic featuresas in the examples abovke referents are not
located

(Gillon 2006:200, my emphasis)

While the properties of these non-deictic polabtgleterminers have yet to be fully
investigated with respect to the prediction malde,above facts appear compatible with the
idea that the semantic properties of a languagels Mary according to the type of semantic
properties encoded in the language's IP. Note, heryéhat the above data suggests that
Location (spatial anchoring), like Tense (temparathoring), is sufficiently objective such
that the NP1 is still narrow-scope with respecexistence. This is expected, considering that
by asserting an entity to be either here, or noshene is presumably making an assertion

about the real, extensional world.

17 These refer to Nuxalk (Bella Coola) "a-type" DR&ehe7kepmxcin k-DPs, and St'atimcets ku-DPisavie yet to fully
research these.

18\Where D-determiners refer only to determiners Haate traditionally been called “articles," exchglelements like
guantifiers, demonstratives and numerals.
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6.3 Conclusion

One of the main claims of Ritter & Wiltschko (2005hat the lack of obligatory tense
morphemes in Blackfoot reflects a deep syntacffemince, as opposed to a superficial morphological
difference, between a language like English orotieehand, and a language like Blackfoot on the
other hand. If the lack of obligatory tense morpkens analyzed as being superficial, they argue th
the lack of syntactic properties associated withftimctional category tense — such as case-marking,

EPP-driven movement and the finite/non-finite distion, must be attributed to coincidence.

The goal of this thesis was to show that if thé laicobligatory tense morphemes in Blackfoot
is analyzed as a deep syntactic difference, assgapm superficial morphological difference, then
several phenomena along the syntax-semanticsasterfsuch as the four-way II/AI/TI/TA verb stem
distinction, the direct/inverse system, and inteoas with the (in)animacy distinction - can bewesl
as person-driven parallels of more familiar anédglsghed phenomena from languages like English,
such as Vendler’s aspectual verb-classes, théatic distinction, and interactions with the
mass/count distinction respectively. If one assumstead that the lack of obligatory tense morpteme
in Blackfoot is a superficial morphological differxee, on the other hand, then these core aspects of
Blackfoot's grammar must instead be viewed as laggtspecifit'® phenomena utterly distinct from

the phenomena observed in the less understudiedHBopean languages.

Similarly, the semantically anomalous propertiesoasmted with Blackfoot’'s NPIs, and the fact
that there is an epistemic modal in Blackfoot tkatls strength to assertions (as opposed to the mor
standard property of weakening the strength ofriess), can be derived from Ritter & Wiltschko’s
proposed parametric difference, instead of beingemr off as language-specific idiosyncrasies. Ehes

are the advantages to taking seriously the ideg®oged in this thesis.

Another aspect of the proposals offered here iswdnein which they illuminate voids in formal
linguistic theory. Although person-animacy hieraeshand related phenomena are also attested in
well-studied languages like Spanish, Hindi and idargf. Bosso 1991, Mohanan 1990 and Karimi
1996 respectively), there is little in the way ofrhal semantic theory to account for these phenamen

If, as | have suggested, encoding distinctionses$pn/participancy and animacy can be viewed as

19 0r perhaps language family-specific
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parallel to encoding the telic/atelic and count/sndistinction, both of which can be formally cajgtir
in terms of a semantic property like quantity oaquzation (cf. Krifka, Borer), then the lack of a
formal semantic representation for participancy anidnacy appears as a paradigmatic gap in current
linguistic theory. The proposals offered here atgse questions regarding the standard semantisvie
of truth-values and modality. Compositional semansitandardly assumes the categorical truth-
assertion to be the basic unmarked propositionyevtiee interpretation of modalized propositions is
derived by embedding the default truth-assertiorgen additional semantic operatGfsif we are to
accommodate the claim explicit in the proposale hethat unmarked utterances in Blackfébare
not categorical truth-assertions - then the unaiéysof this standard formal treatment must be

guestioned.

In conclusion, | argue that the proposals drawthis thesis make for a simpler, more universal
understanding of Blackfoot morphosyntax, while digghlighting directions for future attempts at
formalizing Blackfoot semantics. While the issuad @henomena raised here — sensitivity to
person/animacy, participancy and subjectivizechtagsertions - are generally treated as marked, or
peripheral phenomena in better studied language8|ackfoot these represent core-phenomena of its
grammar. Blackfoot thus provides a valuable vemuduture attempts at formalizing a semantics for
these phenomena, such that investigation intauthderstudied language may provide the key to a

better understanding of language and linguistiggeineral.

120 6. formalizing modals as functions that take psijons (with default, objective truth-values)aguments.
121 35 well as languages like Cree and Cuzco Quechua
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